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CURRENT TOPICS. 

Ir 1s unpERsToop that Mr. A. G. Marren, Q.C., has accepted 
the post of County Court Judge of the Aylesbury Circuit (No. 
37), and we think that the suitors are to be congratulated on the 
appointment of so sound and experienced a lawyer. Mr. F. A. 
Purtsricr, Q.C., has been appointed Judge of Circuit No. 55, 
in place of Judge Hoorzr. 





Ir was announced on Thursday last that no more Chancery 
final appeals would be taken during the present sittings, and as 
the Court of Appeal No. II. did not sit on that day, it is concluded 
that it will not sit again until after the vacation. This day 
(Saturday), being the last day of the sittings, and a short day, 
it is expected that very little, if any, business will be taken in 
any of the Chancery courts. 





Ir wrt be observed from the notice as to the Christmas Vaca- 
tion, which we print elsewhere, that Mr. Justice Hawxuys will 
be the Vacation judge until the last day of December, and that 
Mr. Justice Marnew will be the Vacation judge after that date 
up to and including the 6th of January, 1896. The chambers 
of Mr. Justice Kzxewrcu will be open for Vacation business on 
six days specified in the notice. e may add that Mr. Car- 
RINGTON will be the Chancery Registrar in attendance. The 
offices of the Supreme Court will not be opened on the 25th and 
26th of December. 





WE pvBLisi elsewhere a very cogent letter on the exemplifi- 
cation of the working of the notorious ord. 65, r. 11, afforded 
by the case of Harbin v. Masterman. We have never ceased 
to protest against the most un-English procedure prescribed by 
that rule, and we heartily sympathize with our correspondent’s 
conclusion that it ought to be abrogated. Whether, having 
regard to the frank admissions which appear to have been made 
by the solicitor, Harbin v. Masterman is the best case which could 
be adopted as the ground for a movement against the rule may 
—_— ted, but this does not affect the injustice of the pro- 

ure, 





WE ARE Giap to learn from the speeches at the annual 
meeting of the Solicitors’ Managing Clerks Association that the 





position of that body is encouraging. It has always appeared 
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to us that, if prudently conducted (as it has hitherto been), the 
association was likely to be productive of great benefit both to 
managing clerks and their employers, and the grounds for this 
opinion could not be better put than they were by Mr. Burney 
in his capital speech at the recent dinner. Such an association 
tends to produce good feeling among its members ; it creates a 
hearty and healthy emulation, and while it encourages an accu- 
rate knowledge of practice, it discourages the kind of practice 
known as sharp practice. The president of the Incorporated 
Law Society recommended solicitors to persuade their ing 
clerks to become members, and we hope that his advice will be 
extensively followed. 





Compiaints have for some time been rife of delays and 
inconvenience in the ‘‘Corrective” Affidavit Department in 
reference to applications for the increase or return of probate 
duty and the duties payable under the Finance Act, 1894. 
In reply to a letter from a solicitor, drawing the atten- 
tion of the Controller to this matter, a letter has been 
received in which Sir W. W. Kanstake says that “steps 
have already been taken to remedy, as far as possible, 
the inconvenience complained of, but when additional force 
is. required, as it is in this office, it takes some time to 
obtain it. The next examination for additional clerkships in 
this office is to be held next month, and the new clerks may be 
expected in February. In the meantime, to save the time of 
the professional and other gentlemen who attend here, it has 
been that corrective affidavits for the payment of addt- 
tional estate duty under the Finance Act, 1894, may, for the present 
at all events, be sent by post, even where the senders reside 
within the Metropolitan Postal District, reserving, of course, 
ped om to require a personal attendance where necessary or 
esirable.’ 





Tuz Reoviations for the hearing of witness actions in 
the Chancery Division during the Hilary Sittings, are as fol- 
lows :—Mr. Justice Kzxewicu will hear witness actions on each 
day between the 21st of January and the Ist of February, with 
the exception of Monday, the 27th of January, and during that 
period his motions and unopposed petitions will be heard by 
Mr. Justice Strztuvc. From the 4th of February, Mr. Justice 
Srimiixe and Mr. Justice Currry will both hear witness actions 
on each day until the 15th of February, with the exception of 
Monday, the 10th of February, and the motions and unopposed 
— of Mr. Justice Sriziixc will, during that period, be 

by Mr. Justice Kzxewicu, and those of Mr. Justice 
Currry by Mr. Justice Nortx. On the 18th of February Mr. 
Justice Noztx will commence the hearing of witness actions, 
and will continue the same until the 29th of February, excepting 
the 24th of February, and during that iod his motions and 
petitions will be heard by Mr. Justice Cuirry. It 
will be seen from this arrangement that the whole of the month 
of March will be available for any of the judges who may be at 
liberty to resume the hearing of witness actions, 





Taz Loxp Cuaxcetion discoursed very pleasantly and 
humorously to the Leeds law students on subjects many and 
diverse ; but it was not until nearly the close of his address 
that he reached the topic on which it had been announced that 
he would epeak—-viz., the question of land transfer. ‘There is 
not very much that is definite to be made out of his remarks 
on this head, but there is something to be said upon them. 
He wea ange Marg the Cees Sot “he did not wonder 
complain t persons did not like to see a profitable 

business taken from taem.” Are we to oniastans 

from this that his idea is still to confiscate solicitors’ pro- 
If we would venture, once more, to recall atten- 

to the fact that, in November, 1886, in his speech at 
uet, previously to the first introduction 

ill, and obviously with reference to it, 
Lord Hatsecnr said, “1 do not believe, and I wish to state 


4 


desirable nor likely to promote the harmony and the welfary 
of this great Empire. In our future legislation we muy 
proceed upon the lines of respecting the rights of all.” This 
was a pledge, formally given on a public occasion, which hy 
not been fulfilled, or attempted to be fulfilled, in any Lanj 
Transfer Bill yet introduced. May we respectfully suggoy 
that Lord Hatssvury has now, in the Bill laid before him by ¢ 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society, the opportunity of 
legislating in accordance with his pledge. We welcome hi 
statement that the Bill contains many valuable suggestions, anj 
that he is desirous of working in harmony with every branch 
of the profession for the settlement of the matter, and if we 
are to accept these remarks as representing Lord Hatssury) 
mature opinion, it would seem probable that a new phase of 
the land transfer question has opened, and that there is, for 
the first time, a possibility of its being settled in concert with 
solicitors. Yet we rejoice with fear: there is sometimes a con- 
siderable difference between speeches and Bills. 





A FORTNIGHT ago we published an announcement to the effect 
that all writs of summons in debenture holders’ actions were in 
future to be intituled ‘‘ Jn the matter of Company.” The 
purpose of this new rule of practice is not far to seek. In 
these debenture holders’ actions the company is always the 
defendant. The defendant company may or may not be in 
liquidation. If it is in liquidation, it is considered desirable that 
the action should be decided by the same judge who has charge 
of the winding up. If it is not in liquidation, it is assigned by 
ballot to one of the Chancery judges in the ordinary way. By 
insisting on all these actions being intituled in the name of the 
company as the first heading, the action can, on transfer to the 
judge having jurisdiction in companies winding up, be merged 
into or consolidated with the winding-up proceedings, which are 
also, of course, headed in the name of the company. If the 
defendant company is in liquidation, the action is assigned 
at once to Mr. Justice Vavanan Wiiuiams. It is no doubt 
desirable for official convenience that all actions against 
companies in course of being wound up should be headed with 
the name of the company. But it appears to us that a serions 
objection may be raised against the application of this regulation 
to actions against companies which are not being wound up. A 
limited company is a delicate organization. Even the best 
companies pass through periods of great difficulty, during which 
the faintest breath of doubt cast upon their credit might bring 
them into liquidation, whereas in the absence of such a doubt 
they might pass successfully through their period of difficulty 
and danger. It not uncommonly occurs that debenture holders’ 
actions are brought during thfis time of difficulty. They are not 
always honest actions, but are sometimes brought as a means of 
ressure. Under the new practice all such actions are to be 
intituled in the matter of the company. This may be a very 
serious matter for the company. If the public read in their 
papers the report of an action headed as follows:—‘ Jn the 
matter of the Company. Jones v. Company,” what 
will the ordinary reader think? Are not the first and most 

inent words ‘' Jn the matter of the Company” caleu- 
fated to conjure up visions of the bankruptcy or companies 
winding-up departments? We shall be somewhat surprised 
if we i not hear of objections being raised by solvent com- 
panies to this practice of intituling actions brought against 
them with the same heading as proceedings ordinarily bear 
when an insolvent company is being wound up by the court. 

















Tnx position of a trustee, and his duties and liabilities, are s0 
familiar to courts of equity that it was, perhaps, inevitable 
when companies came into oxistence, and questions arose affect 
ing directors, that directors should be likened to trustees, 
and their liability determined to some extent by this analogy. 
Hence, although it has never been suggested that directors 
are for all purposes trusteos, yet they have frequently been 
spoken of as quasi-trustecs, and improper acte done by them 
have been described as breaches of trust, giving rise to 
liability against which the Statute of Limitations was former! 





my belief expressly upon the point, that any legislation which 
has for its object ive « man of any right, without 
giving bim compensation for what is taken from him, is neither 


no defence (see Flitoroft’s cas, 21 Oh. D. 519; Re Oxford Bui 
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ing Society, 35 Ch. 502). ‘It has now been decided,” said 
Srieuine, J., in Leeds Building Co. v. Shepherd (86 Oh. D., at p. 
798), ‘‘ that directors are trustees or guasi-trustees of the capital 
of the company, and are liable as trustees for any breach of 
duty as regards the application of it.” At the same time 
this is simply an analogy, and it is wrong to use it with- 
out continual reference to the fundamental difference between 
directors and trustees. ‘‘To my mind,” said James, L.J., 
in Smith v. Anderson (15 Oh. D., at p. 275), the dis- 
tinction between a director and a trustee is an essential 
distinction founded on the very nature of things,” and he pointed 
out that a trustee is the owner of property, and deals with it as 
principal, subject only to an equitable obligation to account to 
his cestue que trust. A director, on the other hand, is not a 
rincipal. His office is that of “‘a paid servant of the company.” 
Mr. Justice Vaucnan WiiiAms has just raised a similar protest 
in Re Kingston Cotton Mill Co, (Limited). He would hold, he 
said, if he were free to decide according to his own judgment, 
that a director is in no sense a trustee. ‘‘The Act does not say 
that a director is a trustee. He is not the owner of the funds 
which he has to apply, and I should have thought that he might 
safely be treated as the paid manager and agent of the com- 
peny, and might well be held not to be responsible for the mis- 
application of the funds of the company, unless he, through 
want of care or fraud, misapplied those funds.” In the present 
case the distinction was not material, for VavcHan WILLIAMs, 
J., held that, even on the principle of the cases which treat 
directors as trustees, the directors of the Kingston Cotton Mill 
o., other than the managing director, were not liable to repay 
dividends paid out of capital. On the balance-sheets there 
appeared a profit, but the profit was created by the excessive 
valuation placed on the stock-in-trade, and in fact the company 
was year after year trading at a loss, The directors, however, 
accepted the valuation on the certificate of the managing direc- 
tor, and without any suspicion that it was erroneous. 80 
doing Vavcnan Witt1aMs, J., held that they acted reasonably, 
and as they thus believed in the existence of a profit, they were 
not liable in respect of the dividends. In other words they had 
an honest and reasonable belief in a state of facts which would 
justify the payment, and this element VavenHan WIxt1ams, J., 
found to be wanting in the cases where directors have been held 
liable as trustees. The reasoning adheres to the trustee 
analogy, but avoids its effect by a new refinement. Probably 
it would be an advantage to get rid of the analogy altogether, 
as the learned judge suggests, and treat directors on their 
proper footing as paid managers of the company. 





Tus jupement of Vavonan Wittams, J., in Re Kingston 
Cotton Mill Co. (Lim.) is also interesting, because he held that 
the rule as to the distinction between capital and revenue 
accounts laid down by the Court of Appeal in Lee v. Neuchatel 
Asphalte Co. (37 W. R. 321, 41 Ch. D. 1) and Verner v. General 
and Commercial Investment Trust (1894, 2 Ch. 239) applies to the 
accounts of ordinary trading companies. The effect of the 
double account system is that dividends may be lawfully paid 
out of profits appearing for the year on the revenue account, 
although the capital account shews that some part of the 
subscribed capital of the company has been lost. In other 
words, there is no obligation to make good lost capital out of 
profits. But in neither of the two cases just mentioned was an 
ordinary trading company concerned. In Lee v. Neuchatel 
-lsphalte Co, the assets were of a wasting nature, and practically 
they were year by year being taken as profit and distributed in 
the form of dividend. It was held that this was a proper way 
of creating profits, and that there was no obligation to form a 
reserve fund to replace the part of the — that was bein, 
wed up. In fact, the dividends came out of capital ; but, sai 
layoiey, L.J., ‘the proposition that it is ultra vires to pay divi- 
dends out of capital is apt to mislead.”’ There must first be profits, 
and when these havo been ageertained, whether encroach 
On capital or not, dividends are payable out of them, But in 
Ferner v. General Investment Zyust the same eminent authority 
felt himself pressed by the diffloulty of defining profits, and he 
reversed the order of inquiry. ‘The word ‘ ta,’ he said, 


“is by no means free from ambiguity, The law is much more 





accurately oa by saying that dividends cannot be paid 
out of capital than by saying that they can only be paid out 
of profits.” In that case, however, there was no great 
difficulty, as the capital of the company was represented 
by investments, and the profits were easily ascertained by 
deducting the working expenses from the income arising 
from the eros ~~ it is clear from both cases that 
the same system applies to the accounts of trading companies, 
and Linptey, L.J., in the latter case shewed how it was to be 
applied. Fixed capital may be sunk and lost, and yet the excess 
of current receipts over current payments may be divided. At 
the same time, in calculating this excess, provision must be 
made for keeping up circulating capital, otherwise the excess 
will include capital, and to divide it will be contrary to law. 
The distinction is aptly illustrated by Re Hingston Cotton Mill 
Co. - Excessive valuations had been put (1) on the mill, machin- 
ery, and site, and (2) on the stock in trade ; as to item (1) with 
the knowledge of the directors and as to item (2) without their 
knowledge. . But since item (1) affected only the capital account, 
the error in valuation was immaterial with respect to the pay- 
ment of dividends. The stock in trade, on the other hand, was 
the circulating capital, and any error in the valuation of this 
was most material in the calculation of profits. But at 
- point the ignorance of the directors came in and saved 
em. 





In THE casE of Lady Bentinck and The London and North-Western 
Railway Co. (reported elsewhere) a very ingenious attempt was 
made by a railway company to escape the liability to costs of 
reinvestment on a sale by a tenant for life, on the ground that, 
since the Settled Land Acts, a tenant for life was no longer a person 
under disability within the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act. The 
company wished to compel the tenant for life to convey under 
the Bottled Land Acts ; but, in spite of the suggestion in 1 Key 
& Elphinstone, 4th ed., p. 359, she wisely refused, and preferred 
to have the valuation and payment of the money into court 
under the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act. The learned 
authors of the above-mentioned work had, of course, not missed 
the point as to costs, and a clause is to be found at p. 365 
relating to them. It provides in effect that the company shall 
pay certain specified costs ‘‘and all other costs and expenses of 
the vendor as provided by the Lands Clauses Consolidation 
Act, 1845.” A short clause to this effect was in fact contained 
in the agreement in the recent case ; but the company contended 
that it only applied to the costs of conveyance under section 82, 
and not to the costs under section 80. In the present case the 
contention of the company failed on the terms of the special agree- 
ment, which provided that the conveyance should be made in con- 
formity with the said Acts (/.¢., the company’s Acts) and the Acts 
incorporated therewith, and that the purchase and compensation 
money should be paid in manner provided by the said Acts. 
The case was, therefore, practically unarguable; but it may 
serve as a useful warning to tenants for life, either to expressly 
contract to sell under the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, or, 
if they contract to sell under the Settled Land Acts, to stipulate 
for the costs provided by section 80 of the Lands Clauses Con- 
solidation Act, 1845. Under an o contract they might 
possibly have the right to elect which power they would 
exercise ; but it would be dangerous to rely on this view for the 
present. 





THE OFI-REPEATED question, What is a “ship” which may 
be the subject of salvage? was again before the courts in Jess 
Wills and another v. Owners of Gas Float Whitten No. 2. It 
was held by the Court of Appeal, reversing the decisions of 
the county court and of a Divisional Court in Admiralty, that a 
gas float, destitute of ship apparel, on which no one resided, 
and which was stationed in the Upper Humber for the purpose 


of a beacon, did not come within the though its 


ends were shaped like the bows of @ vessel. Gortainly, if the 
test of being “a ship” is that by Biacxsvay, J., in 
Ke swe rt 9 WRT QB. 00, 991) 
nam ing to sea ived at by 
the Court of ta the case re we 

itself to all. it is submitted that, apart altogether from 
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any such consideration, there can be no doubt of its accuracy ; 
for it seems impossible to suppose that such a thing as the gas 
float above described could be regarded as a “ship” within 
the ordinary English meaning of the word, as understood by 
merchants or sailors or persons dealing with maritime affairs. 








SOLICITORS AS TRUSTEES. 


THERE is nothing new in the principal point decided by Mr. 
Justice Strrtine in the case of Re Stamford, Payne v. Stamford 
(ante, p. 114, W. N., 1895, p. 157). It is well settled law that 
a donee of a power of appointing new trustees has a wider 
discretion than the court in the selection of new trustees, and, if 
acting bond fide, cannot be interfered with by the court or by 
the beneficiaries, or by the other trustees, if any. In Forster v. 
Abraham (UL. R. 17 Eq. 351) it was held that the appointment 
of a tenant for life as trustee under a power was good, though 
the court would not have made it. In Re Norris (27 Ch. D. 
333) Mr. Justice Pearson, in refusing to sanction the appoint- 
ment by a solicitor-trustee of his son and partner as a new 
trustee, was careful to point out that if the appointment could 
have been made without the sanction of the court, it would have 
been valid. In Re Higginbottom (1892, 3 Ch. 132) Mr. Justice 
Kexewicu held that where the donee of the power was pro- 
posing and intending to make an appointment which the court 
did not approve, he had nevertheless no jurisdiction to inter- 
fere, although the beneficiaries objected and applied to the 
court to make another appointment. This was a very strong 
case, because the learned judge considered himself bound by 
authority to reverse a decision of his own in chambers under 
which he had proposed to make the appointment. 

But the decision in Re Stamford is worth noting, because it 
applies the principle very emphatically under circumstances 
under which the court has with equal emphasis refused to make 
or sanction the appointment. The tenant for life appointed her 
own solicitor a new trustee of a will under which, by virtue of 
the powers of sale, he became also a trustee for the purposes 
of the Settled Land Acts. In Le Kemp (L. R. 24 Ch. D. 485) 
the Court of Appeal, supporting Mr. Justice Kay, declined to 
appoint the solicitor of a tenant for life a trustee for the pur- 
poses of the Settled Land Acts. The court based its decision 
on two grounds—(1) that there was a conflict of duties, and 
(2) that a general rule of that sort relieved the court from the 
invidious position of having to decide on the merits of the 
particular solicitor. Both these reasons may be very good 
general rules for the court, without being binding on the donee 
of a power. For a similar reason to the first, the court will 
generally refuse to appoint a beneficiary a trustee; a rule 
which is habitually and properly disregarded by testators, 
settlors, and persons who have the power of appointing new 
trustees out of court. As for the second reason, all solicitors 
are officers of the court, and if they are not fit to be trustees 
they ought probably not to be officers of the court. 

It must not be forgotten that in most cases the court has an 
alternative. If trustees within the rather hard lines laid down 
for its action cannot be found, it can always administer the 
trusts itself. Therefore the rigidity of its rules is less injurious, 
at any rate theoretically, than it otherwise might be. Its 
practice is nevertheless sometimes absurd. In the case under 
consideration, if the application had been to the court, and 
there had been a conflict of choice between the most competent 
solicitor in the kingdom and the most incompetent layman, 
the court would have been bound to select the layman, if only 
he had shewed just sense enough to keep out of a lunatic 
asylum, the bankruptcy court, and the common gaol, and not 
sense enough to refuse to be a trustee. 

It is absurd to suppose that any individual exercising a 
fiduciary power, who is not bound by such a rule, should 
voluntarily place himself in so ridiculous a position. In reject- 
ing one solicitor and selecting another, he is not reflecting upon 
a number of his own officers. If he select a solicitor or 
beneficiary who has other interests or duties with regard to the 
estate, he should be careful to select one whom he can trust to 
discharge conflicting duties. Happily, there are many such. 


or testator in this respect. One definite limit to his powe 
there clearly is—he cannot appoint himself (Re Skeats, 49 
Ch. D. 522; Re Newen, 1894, 2 Ch. 297); and the same 
rule probably applies to any person whose consent is neceg. 
sary to the execution of the power, though we are not sure 
that this has been decided totidem verbis. But the principle of 
the cases referred to would seem to go to this extent. There is 
a great difference between these cases and that under con. 
sideration ; for in these the appointment is bad on the face of it, 
is a flaw on the title, and may be set aside at the instance of 
any one interested. 

We think that solicitors are to be congratulated on the 
decision, not that there is anything new in the principle (as we 
have said) nor that there is, under present conditions, anything 
very desirable in the position of a trustee. But since the 
decision in Re Kemp there has been much hesitation and 
difficulty in advising on such appointments, ex abundanti cautela, 
lest the courts should shrink from the logical application of the 
principles laid down by themselves. Happily there has been no 
such shrinking. Several other points were raised in the recent 
| case, but they were all cleared away and disposed of before this, 
which we have been discussing, was reached; and this was 
treated as the only point requiring serious consideration. It 
may, therefore, be taken as settled. 





SOLICITORS AND TRUST FUNDS. 


Tue Court of Appeal (Lord Herscnert, and A. L. Ssirn and 
Ricsy, L.JJ.) have allowed the appeal in Mara v. Browne 
(reported elsewhere), and have thereby relieved Messrs. Huan 
and Artuur Browne, who at the time of the transactions in 
question were in partnership together as solicitors at Notting- 
ham, of the liability imposed upon them by the judgment of 
Nortu, J. The case involves an important question as to the 
extent to which a solicitor can by his acts bind his firm, but the 
chief point was whether Mr. Hucu Brownz had acted in the 
matter as principal or as solicitor only. The decision of this 
depended entirely on the view taken of the facts, and herein 
the Court of Appeal differed from Mr. Justice Norru. 

In 1875 a settlement was made upon the marriage of the 
late Mr. Harotp Rerves and Miss Watker—now Mrs. Mara, 
The trustees of the settlement were Mr. Watker and Mr. 
James, but towards the end of 1883 Mr. Reeves entertained 
doubts as to the safety of the trust funds. For the investments 
in which these were placed Mr. James seems to have been 
responsible. Mr. Rzzves went tc Mr. Huan Browne for 
advice, and by the intervention of the latter it was arranged 
that Mr. Jamzs should take over the securities and pay the 
amount of the trust funds in cash. Mr. James was also to 
retire from the trust, and Mr. Artuur Reeves was to be 
appointed trustee in his place. A deed of appointment was 
prepared and was executed by Mr. and Mrs. Reeves in 
January, 1884; but a variation was made in the proposed 
arrangement, and this appointment does not seem to have 
been regarded as effectual. It was now arranged that 
both of the old trustees should retire, and in May, 1884, 
a fresh deed was prepared and executed, by which Mr. Anrnur 
Reeves and Miss Marian Rerves became the trustees of the 
settleraent. The interval between January and May was treated 
as a kind of interregnum in the trust, and the trust funds, 
amounting to some £10,000, were paid by Mr. James into a 
joint account in a Liverpool bank in the names of himself and’ 
Mr. Antruur Rezves. When thus paid in, Mr. and Mrs. Reeves 
were anxious that they should be as speedily as possible re- 
invested, and Mr. Huan Brownz made suggestions for their 
investment on mortgages of building propesty at Nottingham. 
The particulars of the mortgages were furnished to Mr. Arruur 
Reeves, and from time to time he forwarded to Mr. Huan 
Browne cheques for the amount of the advances drawn on the 
joint trust account and signed by Mr. James and himself. The 
property taken in mortgage was of a speculative nature, and, in 
the view both of Norru, J., and of the Court of Appeal, was 
unsuitable as a security for trust money. It has depreciated in 
value, and the beneficiaries under the settlement—Mrs. Mara 
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Mr. Hvex Browne and his partner, Mr. Anruur Brownz, 
responsible for the consequent loss to the trust estate. 

To fasten liability upon Mr. Hucne Browne it was contended 
for the plaintiffs that he had, during the interregnum in the 
trust, so interfered in the management ‘of the estate as to make 
himself a trustee de son tort; and the liability of Mr. Arraur 
BRowNE was put upon the ground that the acts of. his partner 
were within the scope of the partnership authority, and so 
bound each member of the firm. Norru, J., found for the 
plaintiffs upon both points. Upon the first the question was 
whether Mr. Hucu Brownz had acted as principal or as solicitor 
merely. According to Norru, J., there were no existing trustees 
who could be properly regarded as his clients, and hence he was 
necessarily in the position of principal. One of the old trustees, 
Mr. Waker, was, the learned judge pointed out, ignored, 
while Mr. James, the other, was treated as hostile, and the 
formal appointment of the new trustees had not been com- 
pleted. But Mr. Jawezs, though he had been subjected to 
pressure, had not divested himself of his responsibilities as 
trustee, and he and Mr. Arruur Reeves were, during the 
period in question, the actual custodians of the trust funds. 
Mr. Antuur Rerves seems to have been the active principal in 
the matter, though Mr. James, by his passive acquiescence, 
doubtless snared responsibility with him. In the view of the 
Court of Appeal Mr. Hucnu Browne was throughout simply 
acting as alive. Certainly he suggested the investments, but 
that is an assistance for which a trustee ordinarily looks to his 
solicitor. 

The decision of the Court of Appeal was mainly based on the 
circumstance that they attached more weight than Norrts, J., 
tothe appointment of Mr. Arraur Reeves as trustee by the 
deed of January, 1884. Norrn, J., seems to have followed the 
ge themselves in treating the appointment as a nullity. 

ut the appointment was actually made, and Mr. Arruur 
Rzeves forthwith took upon himself the functions of trustee. 
It would be singular if, under such circumstances, he could not 
employ a solicitor to act for him in respect of the trust estate 
without subjecting the solicitor to liability as a trustee de son 
tort. In fact, so the Court of Appeal have held, Mr. Arruur 
Reeves was, from January, 1884, a duly appointed trustee. 
The funds, therefore, between January and May were under the 
control of two trustees of the settlement, and with them rested 
the responsibility for the due application of the funds. 

This conclusion was sufficient to decide the case. When once 
it was clear that Mr. Hucu Browne was simply a solicitor 
acting for his clients, there was an end of any possibility of 
treating him as a trustee de son tort. The judgment of Lord 
SztzorneE, L.C., in Barnes v. Addy (L. R. 9 Ch. 244) is the safe- 
guard under such circumstances as well of solicitors as of all 
persons acting as agents for trustees. The responsibility of 
trustees, says Lord Sztzorye, ‘‘ may, no doubt, be extended in 
equity to others who are not properly trustees, if they are found 
either making themselves trustees de son tort, or actually partici- 
pating in any fraudulent conduct of the trustee to the injury of 
the cestud gue trust. But, on the other hand, strangers are not 
to be made constructive trustees: merely because they act 
as the agents of trustees in transactions within their legal 
ee. transactions, perhaps, of which a court of equity may 

isapprove, unless those agents receive and become chargeable 
with some part of the trust property, or unless they assist with 
knowledge in a dishonest and fraudulent design upon the part 
of the trustees.’’ Here fraud was out of the question, and there 
was no ground for saying that Mr. Hucn Browne had become 
chargeable with the trust funds. The cheques drawn by the 
trustees were applied as they came to his hands in making the 
advances of which Mr. Anruur Reeves had approved. ‘‘ If,” con- 
tinued Lord Szxnornz, ‘those principles were disregarded, I 
know not how anyone could, in transactions admitting of doubt 
as to the view which a court of equity might take of them, 
safely discharge the office of solicitor, of banker, or of agent of 
any sort of trustees.’”’ Even had Mr. Artuur Reeves not been 
a duly-constituted trustee, yet, as he was de facto trustee, it may 
be supposed that the same principle would apply. There seems 
to be no ground for making every agent of a trustee de son tort 
share in fie liability of his principal. The — was noticed by 

Ricsy, L,J., who, however, refrained from dealing with it. 





wish,’ said he, ‘‘to reserve for future consideration, whenever 
the case may arise, how far a solicitor, acting as solicitor for a 
de facto trustee, can be made liable as a constructive trustee 
merely by reason of a defect in title of his principal.” 

With the end of the liability of Mr. Hucn Brownz there was 
of course an end too of the liability of his partner, but it is 
difficult to see how the judgment of Norrn, J., on this point 
could have been in any case sustained. It is not within the 
scope of a solicitor’s business to receive money for the general 
purpose of investment (Harman v. Johnson, 2 E. & B. 61), and 
equally it is not within the scope of his business to assume con- 
trol of a trust estate and to determine how it should be invested. 
Opinions to this effect were intimated by each member of the 
Court of Appeal. ‘‘In my opinion,” said Lord Herscuet, “ it 
is not within the scope of the implied authority of a partner in 
such a business [7.c., the business of solicitor} that he should so 
act as to make himself a constructive trustee, and thereby 
subject his partner to the same liability”; and Ricsy, L.J., 
was equally clear. It is fortunate that such an extension of the 
implied authority has been thus decisively rejected. 





THE LATE MASTER DAVIDSON. 


WE much regret to announce’ the death of Master Davrpson, one of 
the taxing masters of the Chancery Division, which occurred quite 
suddenly on Saturday last at his residence, Sandhills, near Betch- 
worth, Surrey, at the age of sixty-six. Master Davipson was born 
at Warmley, uear Bristol; was articled to Mr. HARE, a well-known 
solicitor of that city, and was himself admitted a solicitor in 
Michaelmas Term, 1850. 

Shortly afterwards he joined the firm of BIcKNELL & DAVIDsoN, 
and on the death of Mr. BIcKNELL, he practised alone with his 
brother, Mr. MapGwick Spices DAvmipson, under the style of M. 
& T. Davipson, and acquired a large and lucrative business in 
Spring-gardens, where the business is still carried on by the present 
firm of BurcH, WHITEHEAD, & Davinsons, the latter being the late 
Master’s nephews. There were also two other brothers, one the 
eminent conveyancer, the late Mr. CHarLes Davipson, the other 
General Epwarp Davipson, R.E., a well-known writer on the 
Railways of India. 

For many years, whilst in practice, Master DAVIDSON was a 
member of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, and he was 
until his death a director of the Law Life and Law Fire Assurance 
Societies. In 1879 Lord Carrns appointed Mr. Davipson an 
additional taxing master. Master Davipson will be remembered by 
all those who came in contact with him for his unvarying kindness 
and sympathy, and in the discharge of his official duties he always 
brought to bear a robust and sound common sense, based on a very 
large experience of legal business, tempered as it was with a most 
courteous and considerate bearing to all who came before him. 

For many years Master DAvmpson was a member of the Lewtonian 
Society, and only last year was appointed treasurer. He was 
eminently qualified to preside over the distinguished guests who from 
- to time honour that society with their presence at their annual 

ers. 

In London, and in his immediate neighbourhood of Dorking, he had 
a very large circle of friends by whom he will be very much missed. 

He married Annie, a daughter of the late Sir HENRY FREELING, 
Bart., who survives him. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
FINANCE ACT, 1894. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—The following case seems a particularly hard one, and one 
which ought to be fought in the courts. : 

A lady settled property, now worth £3,000, upon herself for life, 
remainder to her husband for life, remainder to herself absolutely 
in default of children, of whom there were none. She died after 
bequeathing everything to her husband absolutely. Estate duty 
has been paid on the principal value, £3,000, and one would 
have thought that no more could be payable. Somerset House, 
however, contends that duty is payable (1) on the principal value 
which, they say, passes under the settlement (viz., £3,000) ; and 
(2) on the value of the wife’s reversionary interest, which passes 
under her will (the value of this being about £1,500). They 
thus claim duty on £4,500, though by no stretch of the imagina- 


‘*T ‘tion can the estate be worth more than £3,000. 
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I contend that the property in settlement is made up of (a) the 
value of the life interests ; and (b) the reversion, and that the rever- 
sion passes under the combined operation of the settlement and will, 
and that if I pay duty on vaiue of the life interest, which passes under 
the settlement, and duty on the value of the reversion, which passes 
under the settlement and will, I have paid duty on the whole value 
of the estate. Somerset House is, in fact, claiming duty twice on the 
same 7s sen 

Will persons who have been similarly victimized kindly communi- 
cate with me at THE Soxicrrors’ JouRNAL office (I give this address 
so that I may not be a marked man at Somerset House), so that we 
may combine against the claim of the Crown ? 


December 12. VICTIM. 





PROFESSIONAL OPPRESSION. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—I wish to invite the attention of my professional brethren 
to the provisions of ord. 65, r. 11, as exemplitied in the case of 
Harbin v. Mastermar:, reported in to-day’s Times. 

Some years ago I brought forward at a general meeting of the 
Incorporated Law Society, and carried unanimously, a resolution 
condemning this rule. I pointed out that it was a new departure in 
English procedure, invented for the purpose of enabling an angry 
judge to punish a solicitor by a summary proceeding in which the 
angry one should be both accuser and judge, and in which the 
ae is carefully shut out from the ordinary rights of a defendant 

Now see how all this is shewn in the above case. I do not know 
the solicitor concerned, and have no interest in the case except as an 
illustration of the rule, and for this purpose the merits of the case are 
clearly immaterial. 

Note, at starting, the statement that ‘“‘the court, not being satis- 
fied that the appeal has really been presented in the interest of the 
client,” directed, &c. How did the court start on this tack? Was 
it from the suggestion of the respondent’s counsel? Is it to be- 
come common form for the court to want to be satisfied that the pro- 
ceeding is really taken in the interest of the client? If so the old 
advise of “No case—abuse the plaintiff's attorney” will bear a new 
significance. 

_Note, again, that it is not suggested that the client herself was 

ied, or averse to the proceeding. If she had been, her course 
would have been simple enough. If the appeal was wrongly con- 
ceived, the dismissal with costs was an indemnity to the respondents, 
and the appellant had, and ought to have, her rights over against 
her solicitor by ordinary action for negligent or improper advice. 

Then the court, “not being satisfied,” directs the official solicitor 
“to enquire into the matter”—that is, to rake up the evidence to 
justify its suspicions; the wrong alleged being, not against the court 
itself, asin the case of contempt of court, &c., but against a party 
who did not complain, but was to be invited to complain. 

The official solicitor did what. no doubt, he was obliged to do, and 
I make no complaint against him. But he went to the client. Can 
any solicitor or any person of experience doubt what the result of 
such visit would be’ The lady, frightened at the visit of an official 
from the Court of Appeal, suggesting that the appeal had not really 
been ted in her interest, of course adopts this view, and throws 
the whole blame on her solicitor, and declares, in judicial language, 
that she was merely “‘a puppet in his hands,” and so the solicitor 

x “eo puppet ” in the judges’ hands. 

Next stage—the solicitor is compelled to address the court, not by 
counsel, but personally, not in answer to charges defined by plead- 
ings or affidavit, but to “explain his conduct,” not before a judge 
coming fresh to the case, but before judges who are themselves 
practically his accusers and have directed the getting up of the 
evidence against him. And so the end of the hearing is reached and 
the judges declare ‘‘ that if ever there was 4 case in which the pro- 
visions of ord. 65, r. 11, should be applied,” &., &c. 

And, #0 too, Ireach my conclusion of this too lengthy letter, that 
our profession should no longer tolerate the existence of this rule on 
the book of statutory rules. If 4 solicitor does wrong he should be 
omnpelled to make amends, but only in the same manner and by the 


seme procedure as any other civil wrongdver, and not by a procedure | 


invented solely for his oppression. 
Dec. 17. C. V. 


SOLICITORS AND ARKTICLED CLEKKS AS VOLUNTEERS. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 

Sir, — Addressing an assembly, ag acy largely of members of the 
bar, at a reemt meting A the Inns of Court Volunteers, the 
Commanter-in-Chief wid “that he did not think it was very 
ceiiteble to the profewion that the numbers of the corps should 





have been reduced as they had been. The very fact of their 
being composed of the gentlemen of England made it an even greater 
slur upon them.” 

Although -some solicitors and articled clerks are members of 
different volunteer corps in various parts of the kingdom, they are 
very inadequately represented in the force; consequently the slur to 
which Lord Wolseley referred is also attributable to our branch of the 
profession, which, we flatter ourselves, is also composed of the 
gentlemen of England. It is because I wish to see this slur removed 
that I venture to ask you to give this letter a place in your 
columns. 

I fancy that many solicitors and articled clerks who are willing to 
serve as volunteers are deterred from doing so because they imagine 
that, since there is no regiment for solicitors analogous to the Inns of 
Court Volunteers for the bar, they cannot join other regiments except 
in the capacity of officers, and, therefore, only at considerable 
expense to themselves. Thisidea is a wrong one; there are regiments 
in which solicitors can be enrolled as privates without the slightest 
detriment to their social position. 

I am a member of a metropolitan volunteer corps in which may be 
found solicitors and articled clerks in every rank from private to 
major; personally, I have passed through all grades from private to 
colour-serjeant. 

In the absence of a regiment composed exclusively of our branch 
of the profession, I should like to see a strong body of them attached 
to one corps which could on that account be regarded as the solicitors’ 
regiment par excellence, and would enable us to produce evidence of 
our patriotism without the necessity of digging out isolated solicitors 
from a number of volunteer regiments. 

I do not think there is any regiment more suited for this purpose 
than one in which a nucleus of the profession already exists 
and is spread through all ranks, as is the case with the regiment to 
which I belong. 

As regards the objection, I have sometimes heard, of want of time, 
I may say that Ithimk I devote as much time to my profession as the 
majority of solicitors, but I am nevertheless able to give considerably 
more time to volunteering than is required from the average 
volunteer. 

In addition to the sentiment of loyalty and patriotism which should 
prompt more of our profession to join the force, I would urge the 
consideration of health. There can be no doubt but that the exercise 
and recreation connected with regimental work is a most excellent 
specific ior men engaged all day in sedentary occupation and brain- 
work. To draw again from my own experience, I find my volunteer 
duties divert my thoughts from my professional work after office 
hours, and to encourage this is, I consider, a duty which every 
solicitor owes to himself, his family, and his clients. 

Tf a start is once made in the direction I have indicated, I have no 
doubt that, before long, we shall have a strong body of solicitors and 
articled clerks as volunteers, demonstrating the patriotism of solicitors 
as a class, but which, being an integral part of a large and important 
regiment, could not be seriously affected by a temporary lack of ardour, 
from which the so-called higher branch appears to be now suffering. 

I shall be glad to hear from any solicitor or articled clerk who may 
desire to be enrolled, or who may be otherwise interested in my 
object, and also to furnish upon application full particulars of the 
regiment I have referred to above. 


53, Maida Vale, London, W. Dec. 17. FREDK. J. JONES, 





HUNT »o. GINGELL, SON, & CRUIKSHANK, 
[T'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—Your note in your issue of the 7th inst., upon the transfer of 
this case has been drawn to my attention. I am the solicitor for the 
plaintiff in the action, and the note is, therefore, more than ordinarily 
interesting to me. I rather think the facts were not fully before 
you, and if I give a short outline of the proceedings you will at once 
understand my reason for saying so. 

The action was commenced in Mr. Justice North’s Court. It was 
transferred to Mr. Justice Kekewich for trial. Mr. Justice Kekewich 
gave judgment for the defendants. 

The plaintiff appealed, and after the appeal had been partially 
heard, the defendants asked that the case might be sent down for re- 
trial upon the ground that their evidence was not heard in the court 
below. After some discussion in court, the plaintiff and the defend- 
ants agreed to the re-trial before Mr. Justice Romer, and Lord Her- 
schell promised to mention the matter to the Lord Chancellor, and a 
written consent to the transfer was signed by Mesars, T. & F. P. 
Baddeley on behalf of the defendants and by myself and left with 
the registrar. 

It was thought inexpedient that the action should go back to Mr, 
Justice Kekewich, but whether what took place in the Court of 
Appeal and afterwards was a petition to the Lord Chancellor on con- 
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sent of parties, I should not like to say, but should be pleased to have 
your views. 

HERBERT C. HARDY. 
7, Queen-street, Cheapside, London, E.C., Dec. 17. 


[The order appears to have been somewhat unusual in form, having 
the appearance of being made by the Lord Chancellor under his 
general jurisdiction, no consent of parties being mentioned.— 


NEW ORDERS, &c. 

HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE, 

CHRISTMAS VACATION, 1895. 
Notice. 


There will be no sitting in court during the Christmas Vacation. 

During Christmas Vacation :—All applications which may require 
to be immediately or promptly heard, are to be made, until Tuesday, 
December 31st, to the Honourable Sir Henry Hawkins, and after that 
date to the Honourable Mr. Justice Mathew. 

Sir Henry Hawkins will act as Vacation judge from Monday, 
December 23rd, to Tuesday, December 31st, both days inclusive. 
His lordship will sit in Queen’s Bench Judges’ Chambers on Friday, 
December 27th. On other days, within the above period, applications 
in urgent matters may be made to his lordship by post or rail. 

Mr. Justice Mathew will act as Vacation judge from Wednesday, 
January ist, to Friday, January 10th, both days inclusive. His 
lordship will sit in Queen’s Bench Judges’ Chambers on Friday, 
January 3rd, and (if necessary), on Saturday, January 4th. On other 
days, within the above period, applications in urgent matters may be 
made to his lordship by post or rail. 

In any case of great urgency, the brief of counsel may be sent to 
the judge by book-post, or parcel, prepaid, accompanied by office 
copies of the affidavits in support of the application, and also by a 
minute, on a separate sheet of paper, signed by counsel, of the order 
he may consider the applicant entitled to, and also an envelope 
capable of receiving the papers, addressed as follows :—‘‘ Chancery 
Official Letter: To the Registrar in Vacation, Chancery Registrars’ 
Chambers, Royal Courts of Justice, London, W.C.” 

On applications for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy of 
the writ, and a certificate of writ issued, must also be sent. 

The papers sent to the judge will be returned to the registrar. 

zo ay ty = — judge for the time being acting as Vacation 
jadge can be obtained on application at Chancery Registrars’ Cham- 
bers, Room 136. ™ athena 

The chambers of Mr. Justice Kekewich will be open for Vacation 
business oniy from 11 to 12 on Tuesday, December 24th; on Friday, 
December 27th; Tuesday, December 31st; Wednesday, January 1st; 
Thrsday, January 2nd ; and Friday, January 3rd. 





TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
ORDER OF COURT. 
Thursday, the 12th day of December, 1895. 

I, Hardinge Stanley, Baron Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the actions mentioned in the schedule here- 
to shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Vaughan 
Williams. 

SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Kexewicn (1893—L.—No. 2,805). 


William Savage Langley v. The Queen’s Birthday United Gold Mines 
Limited and others. 


Mr. Justice Srixnine (1895—C.—No. 3,204). 


William Henry Callow v. Inwood and Company Limited. 
Hatsnvry, C, 


Lord Herachell was to leave town for the Continent on Thursday 
morning. 

Ata recent meeting of the Common Council of the City of London, a 
report was brought up from the Local Government and Taxation Com- 
mittee as to the working of the London Chamber of Arbitration since its 
inauguration in 1892, and as to an inquiry recently held with a view to 
scertain whether any,steps could be taken, by alteration of the rules or 
otherwise, to advance the usefulness of the chamber, As the result of the 
airy, the committee bad adopted certain resolutions involving an altera- 
tion of the rules of the chamber relating to solicitors’ costs, the selection 
of arbitrators, and the notice required to be given by disputants as to em- 


ber was practically unknown, ‘That arose from the ion af 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
DUNN v. THE QUEEN—No. 1, 13th December. 


Petition or Ricgut—Crviz Servant—Conrract ror Psgrsonat Szervice— 
APPOINTMENT HELD Durtne PLEAsuRE—PREROGATIVE OF THE CrowN. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Day, J. The case was brought 
before the Queen’s Bench Division by Edward Ernest Dunn on 
a petition of right, in which he claimed to be entitled to be paid a cer- 
tain salary under an alleged contract of service under the Crown for 
three years. The petitioner alleged that, in January, 1892, he entered 
the service of the Queen’s Niger Coast Protectorate under a contract made 
with him by Sir Claude Macdonald, Commissioner fer the Protectorate. 
The terms of the alleged contract were that the petitioner was engaged to 
serve for a term of three years certain, the salary to be paid to him being 
£200 for the first year, increasing £50 a year to £350. These terms were 
alleged to be contained in a letter written by Sir C. Macdonald to Major 
Verner, who, being in England, was requested to find men fit and 
suitable for the service, and to such men provisionally. The 
petitioner agreed to accept the engagement, and errived in the Pro- 
tectorate on the 29th of January, 1892, and at once entered the service of 
the Protectorate. On the 9th of October, 1893, being then on leave in 
England, he received a letter from the vice-consul saying that he was 
directed by Sir C. Macdonald to inform the petitioner that his services were 
no longer required. The petitioner dtael salary up to the 29th of Jan- 
uary, 1895, the date of the termination of the alleged contract, and in 
the alternative damages for breach and ron-performance of the said 
contract. Day, J., gave judgment for the Crown, on the ground that the 
petitioner’s appointment could only be during the pleasure of the Crown. 
From this decision the petitioner now ap) 

Tue Covrr (Lord Esuer, M.R., Lord 
dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Esuer, M.R.—A relation was instituted between the petitioner 
and the Crown in respect of a public service, which was, that he should 
become a servant of the Crown in the public service. The case of 
Dohse v. The Queen (unreported) had been referred to by counsel for the 
Crown. In that case the question raised was im respect to military 
service, but he (Lord Esher) had there said that all service for the Crown 
is public service and for the public benefit, and, that, therefore, the right of 
the Crown to dismiss its servants would equally apply in the case of a civil 
appointment. They had foreseen in Dohse v. The Queen that which had 
happened in this case. His judgment in that case was upheld on appeal 
to the House of Lords, where Lord Watson had more clearly and dis- 
tinctly expressed what he (Lord Esher) bad said in the Court of Appeal. 
Shenton v. Smith (43 W. R. 637; 1895, 2 App. Css. 229), was an equally 
decisive decision. 

Lord Herscuett.—The question was whether Dann could bring a 
petition of right in respect of his services being put anend to. Persons 
employed by the Crown are, unless there be a statutory provision to the 
contrary, liable to be dismissed at the pleasure of the Crowa. The 
appointment being for the public good, it was essential that there should 
be power to terminate it at pleasure. There were two classes of servants of 
the Crown, those who hold during good i 
during the Queen’s pleasure or for some statutory period. Although the 
petitioner had been appointed by Sir C. Macdonald for three years, it 
must be taken that there was implied in that contract a term that the 
Crown sheuld have the right to dismiss the petitioner at pleasure. 

Kay, L.J.—The same considerations must be taken to apply in the case 
of civil servants as apply in the case of military appointments. Appeal 
dismissed.—Counset, W’. H. Stevenson; Sir R. Finlay, Q.C., S.G., and 
Sutton. Sourcrrors, A. S. Dunn ; Solicitor to the Treasury. 

[Reported by E. @. Srinuws1, Barrister-at-Law._ 


Herscurit, and Kax, LJ.) 


HARBIN +. MASTERMAN—No. 2, 16th December. 
Wiui—Annvrrizrs—Annerry Cuarerp on Ivcoms or Rastove—Rroxr or 
Resrpvary Lecaress ro Restpve arrer Provrston ror Annvrry—Rervsar 
or Annurrant To ConsENT. 

This was an appeal from an order of Stirling, J., made on the 18th of 
June, 1895. J. F. Duncan, who died on the Ist of January, 1865, by his 
will, dated the 15th of February, 1860, gave the residue of his 

estate upon trust out of the annual income to a legacy and certain 
annuities to the persons named; but when, so often as the annual 
income should not be sufficient for the payment of the whole amount of 
the annuities, there was to be an abatement the annuitants. The 
trustees were to invest the surplus income (if any) and after the death of 
the survivor of the annuitants, to pay and divide the residue between five 
ublic charities ace to the amount set after their respective names. 
J this will the House of Lords in Wharton v. Mesterman (45 W. R. 448 ; 
1895, A. C. 186), affirming the decision of the Court of Appeal in Hardie 
v. Masterman (1894, 2 Ch. 184) held (jeter edie) that the charities were 


residuary | aes of Go Cathe ee a Se ee 
were charged only on the annual of the estate de anne ix eunmm. 
One of the annuities was an annuity of £150 in favour of Mrs. M. B. 


of 
Various sums of Consals had been 


Venables. set aside to answer the 
annuities, a sum of £6,000 Consols having been opriated to Mrs. 
Venables’ annuity. ‘The five charities petitioned for the payment to them 
of the residue e the sums set apart for the annuities, This was not 

annuitants except Mrs, Venables, who contended 





Ploying professional advocates. It had been urged that the existence of 
the 


to observe secrecy in reference to the cases brought to it, 





opposed b: of 
that the whole residue should remain in court during her lik. Stirling, 
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J,., ordered the residue to be paid out to the charities, except what was set 
apart for the annuities, but ordered that a sum of £2,000 should remain in 
court as an additional security for Mrs. Venables not to be paid out with- 
out notice toher. From this order Mrs. Venables appealed. Counsel on 
her behalf contended that there was no power to divide the residue until 
the death of the last annuitant, and that no case could be found in which 
an order to divide the residue had been made in face of opposition by an 
annuitant. Counsel for the respondents admitted that no such case could 
be cited, but argued that the security was ample and ‘that the decision of 
Stirling, J., was in accordance with the practice of the court. 

Tue Covrr (Lixptey, A. L. Surrn, and Ricpy, L.JJ.) dismissed the 

appeal. 

Linvity, L.J., said that it was impossible to say that the £8,000 set 
apart for Mrs. Venable’s annuity was not amply sufficient, but it had been 
contended that the court had no jurisdiction to order the residuary estate 
to be paid over because the annuities were charged upon the income of the 
whole estate. No doubt, strictly speaking, that was so, but what was the 
meaning of the will? As between the annuitants and the residuary 
legatees, there was a gift of the residue subject to the annuities, but if the 
annuities were released or amply provided for, it had been the invariable 
practice of the court to allow the residuary legatees to have the residue. 
It took him by surprise to hear that there was no jurisdiction. The thing 
had been done ever since Lord Talbot’s time, though he was not prepared 
to say that it had ever been done in face of opposition. The view taken by 
Stirling, J., was the common-sense view, and was supported by the invari- 
able practice of the court. It was only in the event of national insolvency 
that the appellant’s security would fail. 

A. L. Suirn and Ricry, L.JJ., concurred.—Counse., Graham Hastings, 
Q.C., and Johnston Edwards; Fischer, Q.C., and 8S. Dickinson; Hadley ; H. 
Fellows ; Buckley, Q.C., and T. B. Napier. Soutcrrors, Hood Barrs § Co.; 
Winter § Co.; Hyde, Tandy, § Co. ; Bower, Cotton, § Bower ; Gadsden § 
Treherne. 

(Reported by ARNOLD GLOVER, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


Re EARL STRAFFORD AND MAPLES’ CONTRACT—No. 2, 17th 


December. 
VeENDoR AND Prrenaser—TeNANtT ror Lire—ImproveMENT RENT-CHARGE 
RELEASE oF Part or Lanp Sotp—Improvement or Lanp Act, 1864 


(27 & 28 Vict. c. 114), ss. 68, 69—Setriep Lanp Act, 1882 (45 & 46 
Vicr. c. 38), ss. 5, 30. 


Appeal from Kekewich, J. In 1886 a rent-charge was created under 
the Improvement of Land Act, 1864, upon certain lands, of which the 
Earl of Strafford was tenant for life. In 1895 the Earl of Strafford con- 
tracted to sell a part of these lands. The vendor purported to sell the 
land free from the improvement rent-charge under section 5 of the 
Settled Land Act, the owner of the rent-charge consenting to the entire 
rent-charge being charged upon the unsold land. The purchasers raised 
the objection that in order to make a good title the vendor must obtain a 
release from the Board of Agriculture under sections 68 and 69 of the 
Tmprovement of Land Act, 1864. Section 68 provides that rent-charges 
may be apportioned, or part of the land charged released therefrom, by 
the commissioners, and section 69 relates to the form, registry, and effect 
of orders of apportionment and release. Section 5 of the Settled Land 
Act, 1882, provides that “‘ where on a sale, exchange, or petition, there is 
an incumbrance affecting land sold or given in exchange or partition, the 
tenant for life, with the consent of the incumbrancer, may charge that 
incumbrance on any other part of the settled land, whether already 
charged therewith or not, in exoneration of the part sold or so given, and, 
by conveyance of the fee simple, or other estate or interest the subject of 
the settlement, or by creation of a term of years in the settled land, or 
otherwise make provision accordingly.’’ Section 30 extended the enumera- 
tion cf improvements contained in the Improvements of Land Act, 1864, 
so as to comprise, subject to the provisions of that Act, improvements 
authorized by the Settled Land Act. Kekewich, J., held that a rélease 
must be obtained from the Board of Agriculture under sections 68 and 69 
of the Improvement of Land Act, 1864, and decided in favour of the pur- 
chasers. The vendor appealed, and contended that by virtue of. section 5 
of the Settled Land Act, 1482, a good title had been made with the con- 
sent of the owner of the rent-charge. 


Tur Covet (Lixprex, A. L. Surru, and Riony, L.JJ.) allowed the 


Lisviery, L.J., said that the language of section 5 of the Settled Land 
Act, 1382, was very wide, and it lay upon those who said that the apparent 
meaning was not the real one to shew that that waseo. It was said that 
@ rent-charge created under the Improvement of Land Act was not an 
incumbrance within section 5. The case turned more upon section 68 of 
that Act than upon any other. [His lordship read sections 68 and 69, and 
comtinued:—] The Act said nothing about what the owner of a rent- 
charge might do. Why might he not release it? There was nothing to 
prevent him doing «0 if he pleased. Section 64 was not intended to fetter 
the owner of a rent-charge, but to give to the commissioners certain 
powers which they would not otherwise have had. What was there in 
that section inconsistent with section 5 of the Settled Land Act? Section 
2 off the Settled Land Act increased the powers of the commissioners, but 
there was nothing in that section or in section 64 of the same Act to 
curtail the power of the tenant for life under section 5. If they held 
therwise they would be doing the very last thing that the Legislature 
intended—viz., hampering the tenant for life. A point had been made 
that the purchaser might become liable to contribution to the rent-charge 
under section 16 of the Tithe Commutation Act, 1842 (5 & 6 Vict. c. 5A), 
but that section aseutaed that two |p aeoge were subject to the rent-charge, 
and that was uct so in the present case. 





A. L. Swrrn and Riery, L.JJ., concurred.—OounseL, Bramwell Davi 
Q.C., and R. M- Pattison (F. E. Farrer with them); Warrington, Q.C., and 
Medd.. Sourcrrors, Farrer § Co. ; Valpu, Chaplin § Peckham. 


(Reported by Anvotp Grover, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


LADY BENTINCK AND THE LONDON AND NORTH-WESTERN RAI, 
WAY C0.—Chitty, J., 12th December. 


Lanps Crausges Acts—Persons UNDER Disaprnitry—TeENant ror Lirg~ 
Errect or Setritep Lanp Acts—PERsON ABSOLUTELY ENTITLED—Oosts— 
8 & 9 Vicr. c. 18, ss. 7, 8, 9, 69, 73, 80, 82—Serrtep Lanp Act, 1889 
(45 & 46 Vicr. c. 38), s. 56, suB-sEcTION (1). 


By an agreement in writing dated the 2lst of July, 1894, and made 
between the vendor’s agent of the one part and the above-named com. 
pany’s agent of the other part, by virtue of the powers and subject to the pro. 
visions of the company’s Acts and of the Acts incorporated therewith, the vendor 
agreed to sell and the company to purchase certain property. The fol. 
lowing provisions are material :—‘‘ The purchase-money includes full 
compensation for the value of the lands, mines, and minerals purchased, 
and for all damages, . . and also for the right of pre-emption of the 
lands purchased. . . The vendor will deliver to the company, or 
their solicitor, an abstract of title to the fee simple in the said lands, 
mines, and minerals, - « and execute proper conveyances conform. 
ably with the said Acts to the company. The said purchase shall 
be completed, and the said purchase and compensation money shall be 
paid in manner provided by the said Acts on or before the 31st of July, 1894, 
a The land tax and rent-charge in lieu of tithes (if any) shall be 
subject to apportionment under the provisions of the said Acts. . - The 
company shall pay to the vendor the sum of £2 2s. for the charges of 
her solicitors for perusing and completing this agreement, in addition to 
such costs as.she shall be entitled to under the provisions of the Lands Clauses 
Consolidation Act, 1845. . . .’? The company’s Acts incorporated the 
Lands Clauses Consolidation Act. The vendor was in fact a tenant for 
life, as the company admitted they knew. In order to avoid paying costs 
of reinvestment, the company desired to take a conveyance under the 


Settled Lands Acts, and to pay the purchase-money to the trustees of the. 


settlement or into court under those Acts. On the tenant for life refusing 
to take this course, the company took out a summons under the Vendor 
and Purchaser Act, 1874, asking for a declaration that they were entitled 
to have a conveyance from the vendor as tenant for life under the Settled 
Land Acts, and that the vendor was not entitled to insist that such con- 
veyance should be executed by her under the powers conferred on persons 
under disability by the Lands Ciauses Consolidation Act, 1845. The 
company contended that the disability sections 7, 8, 9, and 69 of the 
Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, only applied to persons ‘“‘ not 
having power to sell or convey, except under the provisions of the Lands 
Clauses Consolidation Act or the special Act.’’ These sections did not 
apply to disabilities removed by a subsequent general Act. It was true 
that section 73 provided that all sums payable ‘‘ under a contract or agree- 
ment with any person who should not be entitled to dispose of such lands, 
or of the interest therein contracted to be sold by him absolutely for his own, 
benefit,’”? should be paid into the bank or to two trustees specially 
nominated for that purpose. But that section was never applied.in the 
case of trustees with a trust or power to sell and give receipts. It must, 
therefore, not be applied to tenants tor life who could sell and compel 
their trustees to give receipts.. If, as suggested by the court, the Settled 
Land Acts did not enable the tenant for life to bar the right of pre-emp- 
tion, the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act did not do so. The clause was, 
however, common form. The costs payable were those provided by sec- 
tion 82. The vendor contended that her power under the Lands Clauses 
Consolidation Act was not abrogated by the Settled Land Acts. Statutory 
powers were expressly preserved by section 56, sub-section (1) of the 
Settled Land Act, 1882. She had now two powers instead of one. She 
sold as a limited owner, and costs were payable under section 80. 

Cutty, J., said the company were claiming a conveyance from the 
vendor as tenant for life under the Settled Land Acts, and asking for the 
declaration above stated. The company knew at the time of the agree- 
ment that the vendor was only a tenant for life.’ But at the present day 
a tenant for life had power to sell. The contract itself, in his lordship’s 
opinion, was drawn with special reference to the Lands Clauses Consoli- 
dation Acts. [His lordship read the contract shortly as above stated, 
and observed that it was a printed form, the second and third groups of 
italicised words being written interlineations.| Was not this a contract 
made by a tenant for life in virtue of the powers conferred by the Lands 
Clauses Consolidation Act? If the vendor had two valid powers, and ex- 
pressly contracted with reference to the one which was least burdensome 
to her, could the purchaser turn round and say she had another power 
which was more beneficial to the purchaser, and she must exercise that ? 
The vendor here had two powers—viz., one under the Lands Clauses 
Consolidation Act, and one under the Settled Land Acts. The difference 
was most material. {f she sold under the Settled Land Acts the money 
went to the trustees, and all the ex 6 of reinvestment fell on the 
settled funds. Under the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act these expenses 
fell on the company. His lordship was persuaded that a tenant for life 
at the present day would, if so advised, look to that difference and ask a 
longer price if the settled funds had to bear these costs. For that reason 
alone he thought the vendor’s contention was right. Section 56, sub-sec- 
tion (1) preserved to the tenant for life powers exercisable by statute. 
There were, therefore, two powers. Under the Settled Land Acts the 
tenant for life could vettle the price. Under the Lands Clauses Consolida- 
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price must not be less than that determined by the valuation 
of two able, practical surveyors appointed according to the provisions of 
geotion 9. After these observatious it was unnecessary to go through the 
sections referred to except section 73. As to that section, his lordship had 
asked in-vain during the argument what meaning the company attached 
to the “‘ abeelstely for his own benefit.”’ He got no answer. The company 
had found-thitedifficulty of giving any answer insuperable. It was clear 
that a tenant for life under the Settled Land Acts was not entitled abso- 
jntely for his own benefit. The company’s only answer was that the 
words could not be read literally, or trustees with trusts or powers to sell 
and give receipts would be hit by the section. That — or might not 
beso. His lordship would leave that question open till it came before 
him. In the present case section 73 clearly applied, and the summons 
ismi , With costs.—OounsEL, Arthur Underhill ; Byrne, Q.C., 


tion Act the 


would be 
and Leverson. Soxscrrors, C. H. Mason ; Upton, Athey, § Co. 
[Reported by G. Row.anp Atstow, Barrister-at-Law. | 
ELMSLEY v. NORTH-EASTERN RAILWAY CO.—North, J., 18th 
December. 
Ramway Company — Station — Oxstrruction to Licut — Sratvrory 
Power. 


This was a motion to restrain the defendant company from obstructing 
the plaintiffs ancient lights. The company’s special Act was passed in 
1865, and as their railway was to be completed within five years, it was 
said that alterations in the warehouses obstructing the plaintiff's ancient 
lights ought to be restrained. The company, it was argued, never had 
power to obstruct the light at all, or if it had, such power had long since 
expired. 

Sonn, J.—I think that the plaintiff has proved that injury will arise, 
and unless it can be shewn that the defendant company hasstatutory author- 
ity, it must fail. The Act of 1865 gave power to the defendant company 
to acquire land for a station and a railway, and section 36 provided that 
the railway should be completed within five years. The company took 
the land, and there is a conveyance in 1871 including the greater of 
the land upon which building is now going on. The conveyance did not 
include certain small portions to the east and west. A station was built 
within five years of the Act, and in 1871 the company got power to ex- 
tend the station. By Acts in 1891 and 1894 the company were empowered 
to build on the omitted portions to east and west, and this is now being 
done. It is undisputed that the company has the right to build, but Mr. 
Terrell says that ithas only a common law right, but I am of opinion that 
their right is not limited to this. It is quite clear that the any, 5d had 
all the landin 1871. It was not all actually used in building, but some 
existing buildings were taken down in 1894. The company has no power 
to build under the Acts of 1891 and 1894, but I think that it has under 
the old Act. Itissaid that if so, the company was bound to complete 
within five years of the passing of the Act. There are, however, two 
difficulties in coming to this conclusion. First, it is not clear that Mr. 
Terrell is right in his construction of section 36. I do not feelsure that 
there is not something in the special Act inconsistent with the Railway 
Clauses Act. The railway and station are referred to as separate things, 
but even if the station and works are included in the word “‘ railway ’’ the 
company has power under section 16 of the Railway Clauses Act, ss. 4 and 
5. Ton nothing to say that what is done in the period is to be taken 
away at its expiration. Ifthe company is not bound to take away, why 
should it not alter or repair? The Act actually allows this: section 16 
(6). The evidence is that it is necessary to remove existing warehouses, 
and others must, therefore, be substituted. Mr. Terrell says it is un- 
necessary to build so high, or at this particular spot. The ntiff has 
no right to dictate where the warehouse is to be put. It is necessary the 
company should have a warehouse, and the old one having to be pulled 
down, itis ‘‘necessary,’’ within the meaning of the Act, that another 
should be substituted. There is no ——= that the company is not 
acting in good faith in building as it is doing.—Counsru, Zerretl, 8S. Eady, 
Q.0., and J. G. Butcher. Sourcrrors, Pitman ¢ Sons, for Elmsley, Son, $ 
Snith, Leeds ; Williamson, Hill, § Co., for Butterworth, York. 

[Reported by G. B, Hamutron, Barrister-at-Law.] 


HUDSON v. CRIPPS—North, J., 13th December. 


Lanptorp anp TEenant—IMpirep Contract—ResipentiaL Frats—In- 
JUNCTION, 


Motion. The plaintiff was lessee of a flat in Oxford-mansions. The 
restof the building, with the exception of a few offices on the ground- 
floor, had also been let out in residential flats. The defendant was the 
landlord of the mansions and from time to time had entered into agree- 
ments with the various tenants. These page te ina printed form 
and had been used for all the tenants alike. They contained a clause 
providing that the tenant should not use his flat for business or trade 
P or otherwise than asa dwelling-house or so as to cause a nuisance 
tothe landlord or his tenants, Annexed to the agreements were certain 
Tegulations and conditions relative to the general management of the 
mansions, and the agreements provided that the tenant should observe and 
Perform these conditions and rules. The agreements also contained a 
Covenant on the part of the landlord for quiet enjoyment. The defendant 

recently begun to alter the unocoupied lower part of the building 
with the object of converting it into smoking, billiard, and other rooms, 
for'the use of a club, and the evidence shewed that he intended further 
ons on the second and third floor for the purpose of providing the 

with one hundred bedrooms. The plaintiff's flat was on the fourth 
floor, and her tenancy had several yoars to run, It was not proved that 
the entrance to her flat would bo materially affected by the contemplated 
The plaintif? moved for an injunction against the continu. 





\ 


( 


alterations and also to restrain the defendant from altering the character 
of the ——- For the plaintiff it was that the defendant’s acts 
were & of his covenant for quiet enjoyment, and also 
terms of the tenants’ agreements constituted a general scheme 
management of the mansions and such scheme implied a contract 
aes both the landlord and tenants not to alter the character 
uilding : Spicer v. Martin (14 A. ©. 12), Davis v. Corporation of Leicester 
(1894, 2 Ch. 208), Ryan v. Mutual Tontine Westminster Chambers Association 
(18938, 1 Ch. 116). On behalf of the defendant it was contended that 
unless he was committing a common law nuisance or some act 
which affected the stability of the building, no action lie on the 
covenant: Jenkins v. Jackson (40 Ch. D. 71), Grosvenor Hotel Co. v. 
Hamilton (1894, 2 Q. B. 836), Tucker v. Vowles (1893, 1 Ch. 195), and that 
the cases of Spicer v. Martin and Davis v. Corporation of Leicester did not 
ae in those cases there was an estate plan and a building scheme, 
and all the property was subject to the covenants of the vendor. . 
Noxtn, z after reading the form of agreement, continued :—The 
covenant for quiet enjoyment is not a covenant against noise but a 
covenant for title. he agreement contains a general scheme for the 
management of the buildings for the benefit and convenience of all 
persons who are tenants, and whether these flats were built originally with 
such a scheme as this seems to me immaterial. I think this is 
which the principle in Spicer v. Martin ; 
proposes to do is really to convert the 
occupied by the members by day and night, and the 
of being a private residence, is to be in the middle 
be a fashionable club. i 
the defendant from using the premises otherwise than as residential flats ; 
such injunction however is not to extend to the offices on the ground floor 
nor to continue after the plaintiff's tenancy has determined.—Covnskt, 
Swinfen Eady, Q.C., and Job Bradford ; Buckmaster. Soricrrors, Walter 


Webb § Co. ; Toovey. 
[Reported by R. Sriuem, Barrister-at-Law.} 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
HART v. BEARD—11th November and 7th December. 


Loca GoveRNMENT—ReEGISTRATION—ParocHiaL Execrors—FReewen— 
Dury or Town Cierk—Locat Government Act, 1894 (56 & 57 Vicr. c. 
73), ss. 2 (1) anp 44 (1)—Partramentary Reoistration Act, 1843 (6 & 7 
Vier. c. 18), ss. 47 anp 48. 

The question in this case was whether a freeman, entitled to exercise 
the parliamentary franchise for a borough, has a right to have his name 
pte ee The appellant was a freeman of the 

ity of Coventry, and, possessing no other qualification for a vote, claimed 
to have his name on the i for the parish of Holy 

Trinity Within. ‘The names of freeman are entered in the parliamen’ 


in enh pasion either of the local Government 
electors or of the ay a of electors as 
parish,”’ and section 44 (1) provides that ‘‘the local government register 
of electors and the parliamentary register of electors so far as they 
to the parish shall together form the register of the parochial electors 
the parish.’’ The revising barrister Saas Oe are ae. It 
was contended on behalf of the appellant that it was the duty of the town 
clerk to arrange all the parliamentary voters under the name 
or township, and though that had not hitherto been done 
freemen yet, the latter, having a right to be on the 
visced on pon ped ut 
1) to be on the ister. 
' ‘bare Covrr (Lord Russgtt or Krztowsn, O.J., G@ranruam, and Vaveuan 
Wruuas, JJ.) the 
Lord Russgit or _KruLowsn, 
court, said that it was on both 
place names of freemen 
ing ofa parish. It —— 
in words of beth sections, and having regard to the 
others’’ in section 2 y Ba revising barrister could not 
placed the freeman on parochial register. Nor was it the duty 
town clerk, under the Parliamentary Registration Act, 1543, to put 
name, including those of freemen, under the heading of a . 
duty was merely to have the names which as 
ish or township printed or in \ 
the difficulty would arise as to the parish | Sahin hn cy acerca, 
allotted ; for some freemen did not even reside within the city or be 3 
The Legislature intended by its definition of electors to include 
only those persons who the qualification ehcamy g Ay t 
ocoupation of land or houses the parish.—Counanmt, IF. ¥. Chitty > 
Carver. Soxrcrrors, Sharp, Parker, Pritchards, ¢ Barham, for Heghe 
Masser, Coventry ; Crowders ¢ Vizard, for Lewis Beard, Coventry. 
[Reported by C. G@. Wrasnanam, Barristerat-Law.) 
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Solicitors’ Cases. 
MARA rv, BROWNE—C. A, No, 2, 17th December. 
Travstae—Breacn oy Taver--Sonrcrron—-Tavstar Da Sox Toar—Oon. 
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ucTivE Trustge—Trust Funps passine THROUGH Soticrror’s Frru— 
Tua B or Firm. 


‘This was an appeal from a decision of North, J. (reported 1895, 2 Ch. 
69; 43 W. R. . 177). The action was brought by parties claiming 
under a marriage settlement to make the defendant Hugh Browne, a 
solicitor, and.also his‘ brother, Arthur Browne, who was in partnership 
with him, liable for losses on investments of trust funds on insufficient 
securities, the allegation being that Hugh Browne had so intermeddled 
in the trust estate as to constitute himself a trustee de son tort. The 
action was tried before North, J., who decided in favour of the plaintiffs. 
The defendants appealed. The facts of the case sufficiently appear from 
the considered judgments of the court. 


“Pus Court (Lord Herscuett, and A. L. Smirn and Ricpy, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Lord Henrscuzt read the following judgment :—On the 30th of August, 
1875, a settlement was executed on the marriage of Mrs. Mara, one of the 
plaintiffa in this action, with her first husband, Mr. Harold Reeves. The 
trustees of this settlement were Mr. James Walker and Mr. Bernard 
James. ‘The latter was.a solicitor, and his co-trustee left the manage- 
ment of the trust: property almost entirely to him. Towards the end of 
the year 1883 Harold Reeves- consulted the defendant Hugh Browne 
as to the course that should be taken, as Mr. and Mrs. Reeves 
entertained. grave doubts as to the safety of the trust investments. 
The,amount invested on these ‘securities exceeded £10,000 The 
defendant Hugh Browne was a friend of Harold Reeves, and was 
in practice as a.solicitor in Nottingham in partnership with his brother, 
Arthur Browne, the other.defendant. It was in consequence arranged 
that Walker should retire from the trust, and that the plaintiff Arthur 
Reeves should become.a trustee-in his stead. To this all parties, Mr. and 
Mrs. Harold Reeves, Walker, and Arthur Reeves, assented. Accordingly 
a deed wes prepared, by which Mr. and Mrs. Reeves, in whom the power 
of appointment was vested, appointed Arthur Reeves as trustee in the 
place of Walker. This deed was executed by Mr. and Mrs. Reeves about 
the 7th or 8th of January, 1884. It was not executed by Arthur Reeves. 
On the 11th of January a meeting took place between Hugh Browne and 
James, whith left upon the mind of Hugh Browne the impression that the 
securities were not in order, and, indeed, that some of them were 
forgeries. James, however, expressed his willingness to take. over the 
securitiés himself, and to pay the amount of the trust funds in cash, ex- 
pressing himself willing to retire from the trust. A sum of £1,405 15s. 
was at once forthcoming from James, and this was placed in the bank of 
Yates & Co. at Liverpool, to the credit of an account opened in the joint 
names. of James and Arthur Reeves. I may state at once that various 
moneys were from time to time paid by James to the credit of this account 
until the whole of the trust funds for which he was responsible were 
accounted for. Some time in January, 1884, apparently, soon after James 
had expressed his. willi to retire from the trust, it was arranged 
that Marian Reeves should become trustee in his place. On the 9th of 
May, 1884, a deed was duly executed by Mr. and Mrs. Reeves, as well as 
by. the retiring and new trustees, by which Arthur Reeves and Marian 
Reeves were appointed trustees in the place of Walker and James. 

transactions for which it is sought to make the defend- 

ants responsible in the present action all took place between the 
month of January and the date of that deed. The 
defendant Hugh Browne was undoubtedly asked by Harold Reeves, with 
the full knewledge of Arthur Reeves, to look out for investments by way 
of mortgage, to. which the moneys paid in by James to the bank in Liver- 
pool could be applied. Mr. and Mrs. Reeves were naturally anxious that 
the money should begin. bearing .interest as soon as possible. Hugh 
Browne ingly suggested a series of investments. Ido not differ 
from the learned judge who tzied the case in the conclusion that the in- 
vestments were not proper ones for trustees to make. The money was to 
be lent upon building property of a speculative character, and the margin 
was not satisfactory. If the action:had been one charging the defendants 
with negligence as solicitors, with a view to make them responsible for 
such loss as the trust estate had sustained owing to the investments made, 
it may well be that there would have been no answer to the action had it 
been brought in.due time, bat any euch claim is now barred by the Statute 
of Limitations. The case sought to be made against the defendants is that 
their liability is the eame as if they had been the appointed trustees of 
theee trust funds, and bound as such to cee, not only that the investments 
were within the terms of the investment clause, but that they were of a 
nature. The learned judge in the court below held that the plain- 
established their case. ‘*‘The moneys,’’ he said, “laid out by 
there were no trustees were advanced upon his own responsi- 
being a principal in the matter, and not a mere agent for ns 
whose lawful directions he was acting.’ I find myself quite unable 
iew of the facts. It becomes necessary now to advert more 

the manner in which the trust funds came into the hands of 
each apecific case the particulars of the investment 
had to propose were communicated to Arthur Reeves, 
drawn for the purpose of being applied to that particular 
, the cheque being signed by both Arthur Reeves and James, 
names the banking account stood, and the money, when so 
Hugh Lrowne, was paid over to the intending mortgagors. It 
in two instances Hugh Browne had himself advanced a portion 
which the —_— required, and of course paid over to the 
mortgagor the nce only, and that he sometimes delayed 
& portion of the sam agreed to be advanced until the mo or 
further with the buildings he was erecting, but I not 

these circumstances make any difference. The moneys sent by 
Reeves and James were in every case applied to obtaining the 
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investments for edt se oes for which they were sent. James, in wastee- 
probably was not e aware, as Arthur Reeves was, of the particulars 1984, it has 
the proposed investments, and perhaps did not trouble himself about jr, James and 
but he undoubtedly knew that the money was being sent for investmenty Msere the 4 facto 
on mortgage securities which had been offered, since that very circum, (i, what be did hi 
stance was employed as a means of putting pressure upon himgto com , e th 
as speedily as possible payment into the bank of the full.tyalue of thy Mitmnsteo de som tor’ 
trust estate. It was conceded by Mr. Cozens-Hardy, in his argument fo Mpowne, his part 
the respondents, that, if the transactions now impeached had taken placs Mion, It is not, : 
after the date of the deed of appointment of May, 1884, he could not hayy Mmasbated at the b 
maintained that the defendant Hugh Browne was to be regarded as q Mmmtion if he had a 
constructive trustee. North, J., appears to have taken the same view, for Mmarthur Reeves, 
he refused relief in respect of advances made when the trusteeship actually appoint 
as he said, full. In my opinion the distinction made is not a coal with cc 






one. I do not think that it is correct to say that prior to that daty 
there were no trustees. It appears to me that from the date, a 
all events, when the account was opened in the names of Arthur 

and James, down to the appointment by deed in the May following, thom 
two gentlemen were the trustees of the settlement. It may be quits 
true that, when the circumstances of suspicion in relation to James’s cop. 
duct became known to Arthur Reeves after the llth of January, he was 
unwilling to be joined with James as trustee, and that, if he had not intep. 
meddled with the trust in any way, the deed of appointment executed by 
Mr and Mrs. Reeves would have been ineffectual. But, in the circum. 
stances which actually occurred, I cannot treat that instrument as a men 
nullity. Arthur Reeves actually became a joint recipient with Jamy 
of the whole of the trust funds, and jointly with him disposed of 
them at a time when James, though he had expressed his willingness to 
retire, was still a trustee. It is admitted that Reeves by so doing sub. 
jected himself to the responsibilities of a trustee in respect of that trust 
fund. He became, it is said, a trustee de son tort. But does it not seem 
strange thus to designate him when he had, immediately before this, 
been appointed a trustee with his assent by those who were competent to 
make the appointment? It is surely more reasonable to refer his acts ag 
trustee to this appointment than to treat them as tortious. In my 


opinion, therefore, the trusteeship was full during the period covered ever, to reser 
the transactions in question as truly as it was after the subsequent mo far a solicitor, 
of May, and the learned counsel for the respondents made, in my opinion, 9 a8 & construc 
no greater concession than he was compelled to make when he conceded principal. I 
that, if the money had come into Hugh Browne’s hands from duly (me scope of a soli 
appointed trustees for application upon specific investments, his responsi- so as to bind | 
bility would have been that of a solicitor, and not of a trustee. I think although he 1 
it right, however, to say that I am not satisfied that, even if Arthu is established 
Reeves is to be regarded as not having been duly appointed, the result would Boome ; Hugh 
have been different. Hugh Browne was certainly not purporting or Sourcrrors, S 
intending to act as trustee, nor was he supposed by any one to be so acting, ie 
He purported to act throughout as solicitor, and was understood by all 
parties to be so acting. Even conceding that he might in some circum- 
stances, ar’ this, be held liable as a trustee, what are the 
circumstances here? James was undoubtedly a trustee, and Arthur 
Reeves, with the assent of Walker, the other trustee, and of these who had 
the power of appointing a new trustee, acted as such. Although James SOLI! 
may not have troubled himself about the investments, I can entertain no 8 
doubt that both he and Arthur Reeves regarded and dealt with Hugh The third 
Browne as solicitor to the trust, aud as such handed to him the trust funds tion was hel 
to be applied to specific investments. Under circumstances such as these of the cour 
Iam not, as at present advised, prepared to hold that Hugh Browne tlemen 1 
would be liable as a constructive trustee. What I have already said is . R. Bran 
sufficient to dispose of the action. But I desire to add that, even if in the Incorporatec 
circumstances of this case Hugh Browne had been held liable as a trustee, chief clerk 
I should still have come to the conclusion that the defendant Arthur Mr. Justice 
Browne was not so liable. The only case against him is that, during the Mr. Godfre; 
period covered by these transactions, he was in partnership as a solicitor After the 
with the other defendant. He took no part in them and was ignorant of Mr. T. 1 
their nature. In my opinion, it is not within the scope of the implied tion.” He 
authority of a partner in such a business that he should so act as to make health and | 
himself a constructive trustee, and thereby subject his partner to the same one, This 
liability. I think the appeul must be allowed, and the action dismissed, and the ex 
with costs. it was to 
A. L. Surru, L.J., in the course of his judgment, said:—No case is > owe : 
made against the defendants that they were liable to make good the lose a hohe 
by reason of negligence whilst acting as solicitors, and, had it been, the * seg | 
defendants would have had a good answer to such a claim by either Mrs, at the eno 
Mara or the trustees under the statute of limitations ; for the investment i 
of the trust funds, which is the subject matter of complaint, took place as na 
long ago as the months of February and March, 1884, and the writ in the h a 
action was not issued till November 7, 1890, and, as regards the infant veo told b 
plaintiffs, the case in the House of Lords of Rae v. Meck (14 App. Cas. 558, ts’ 
38 W. RK. Dig. 179) shows that they could not maintain an action for him 
negligence against the defendants, for the breach of duty, if it existed, ata in 
was to the trustees and not the beneficiaries. [After examining the facts, his Gane : 
lordship proceeded:] It is not contended on behalf of the plaintiffs that ‘ceil 
Mr. Hugh Browne has been guilty of any fraudulent, or dishonest conduct wre ft 
to the injury of the cestui gui trust, nor, to use Lord Langdale’s words in tie 
Fyler v. Fyler (3 Bea. 550, at p. 561), did he, being @ solicitor, take les, 
advantage of his position to acquire a benefit to himself at the hazard, if ond ~ ; 


not to the prejudice, of the trust; but it was said that he had made 
himself a constructive trustee, which, as far as I know, is the same thin 
as @ trustee de son tort, Now, what constitutes a trustee de son tort ? 

appears to me if one, not being a trustee and not having authority from & 
trustee, takes upon himself to intermeddle with trust matters 
or to do acte characteristic of the office of trustee, he may 
thereby make himself whet is called in law @ trustee of his ows 
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mg—i.¢., a trustee de son tort, or, as it is also termed, a constructive 
oe. . - - Im my opinion between January, 1884, and May 
1884, it has been proved that Mr. Hugh Browne was acting for 
. James and Mr. Arthur Reeves in making the investments; that they 
se the de facto trustees, and that he had them as principals; and that 
in what he did he was not, therefore, a trustee de son tort, This suffices 
» determine this case; but had Mr. Hugh Browne been acting as a 
wnstes de son tort, I do not see how that circumstance renders Mr. Arthur 
ne, his partner, liable for the consequences attaching to such a posi- 
on. It isnot, however, necessary to discuss this, nor the point, so much 
Aebated at the bar, as to what would have been Mr. Hugh Browne’s posi- 
“on if he had acted for Mr. James, who was an actual trustee, and Mr. 
‘Arthur Reeves, if he had been merely a trustee designated, and not 
actually appointed. For these reasons I think that this appeal should be 
glowed, with costs, and that the action must be dismissed, with costs. 
Rosy, L.J., in the course of his judgment, said: Whatever, at the time 
or afterwards, was thought by the parties, Arthur Reeves and James were 
trustees in the interval between the acceptance of the trust by Arthur 
Reeves and the retirement of James on May 8, 1884. It was during that 
interval that all the investments in respect of which relief has 
been ted were made; the investments themselves, however impro- 
vident, were within the legal powers of the trustees. The defendant 
Hugh Browne, in all that he did during the interval acted in the 
ity of solicitor for one of the two trustees, whose directions as to 
investments were accepted or acted on by the other. Under these cir- 
cumstances, it seems to me that he could not be made liable as constructive 
trustee, and it is too late to make him liable as solicitor. I do not think 
the circumstance of the appointment of Arthur Reeves and the effect of 
the deed under the Conveyancing Act, 1881, was so clearly called to 
the attention of North, J., as it was to us. If it had been, I do not 
think he would have arrived at a different conclusion from that above 
stated. I gather from his judgment that he would, if satistied of this 
fact, have dealt with the question of law as this court is now doing. The 
conclusion to which we have arrived renders it unnecessary to consider in 
detail the question of law which might have arisen if Arthur Reeves had 
only been what was called in argument trustee-designate. I wish, how- 
ever, to reserve for future consideration, whenever the case may arise, how 
far a solicitor, acting as solicitor for a de facto trustee, can be made liable 
as a constructive trustee merely by reason of a defect in title of his 
principal. I think also, with Lord Herschell, that it is not within the 
scope of a solicitor’s business to constitute himself a constructive trustee, 
s0 as to bind a partner and make him also liable as a constructive trustee, 
although he is not aware of the dealings by which the constructive trust 
is established. Appeal allowed. —Covnset, Swinfen Eady, Q.C., and 
Boome ; Hugh Browne, in person ; Cozens-Hardy,Q.C., and C. E. E. Jenkins. 
Sourcrrors, Sivann § Co. ; Steadman, Van Praagh, Sims, § Co. 
[Reported by W. Suaticross Goppanrp, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


(pro 








‘LAW SOCIETIES. 
SOLICITORS’ MANAGING CLERKS’ ASSOCIATION. 


The third annual dinner of the Solicitors’ Managing Clerks’ Asrsocia- 
tion was held at the Holborn Restaurant on Thursday, Mr. F. T. Davies, 
of the council of the association, taking the chair. The following 
gentlemen were among the guests:—Mr. T. T. Bucknill, Q.C., M.P. ; 
Mr. R. Bramwell Davies, Q.C.; Mr. J. Wreford Budd, president of the 
Incorporated Law Society; Mr. W. Melmoth Walters; Mr. C. Burney, 
chief clerk to Mr. Justice Chitty; Mr. W. Binns Smith, chief clerk to 
Mr. Justice Stirling ; Mr. Astbury, Q.C.; Mr. Macnaghten ; Mr. Abinger; 
Mr. Godfrey, &c. 

After the loyal toasts had been duly honoured, 

Mr. T. T. Bucxnr1, Q.C., M.P., gave the health of ‘“‘ The Associa- 
tion.” He was pleased to know that it was in the possersion of good 
health and sturdy strength, and that its financial position was an excellent 
one. This was attributable, to a very great extent, to the hard work 
and the expenditure of valuable time by Mr. Cairns, the president, who, 
it was to be regretted, had found it impossible to continue to fill 
the office. The most heartfelt gratitude of the members of the asso- 
ciation would be due to him as its first president, and he was certain 
the association would choose a good man to succeed him. Looking 
at the enormous number of managing clerks, there ought to be a 

membership. He could only speak in kindly terms of managing 

erks, for he owed to a managing clerk his first brief, and it was a 
managing clerk who instructed him to draw an affidavit, and when he 
found he could not do it, shewed him the way. It was a ee clerk 
who told him what to say to the master in chambers in the old days of 

ts’-inn, and how to mislead him. It was a mana clerk who 

patted him on the back when he won the summons, especially when it was 
costs in any event,’’ and it was a managing clerk who averted his face 
When the summons was dismissed with costs. He believed he had learned 
more from managing clerks than from anyone else, In the second annual 
Nport of the association reference was made to communications the 
tétociation had had with the then Lord Chancellor as to certain proposed 
heW rules, and suggestions then made by the council. Some of these had 
acted on at the time, and others were reserved for consideration, and 
ane or two at least of these had been given effect to during the past . 
had no doubt that if the Lord Chancellor was desirous of ascertaining 
Were the intricacies and the mysteries and uwnintelligibilities of a 
Transfer Bill ho could not do better than call the association before 


highest support of the members of the profession. He wished it long life 
and increasing strength and prosperity. He coupled with the toast the 
name of the chairman. 


The Cuarrman returned thanks, in the course of his remarks speaking 
with deep regret of the death of one of their old friends, the late Mr. 
Davidson, Chancery Taxing Master. He said that a friend of the associa- 
tion had offered to place £100 to its credit, provided that a hundred new 
members were added to it by this time next-year. He asserted that the 
association was not formed in antagonism to solicitors and the judges, 
but they desired to work in harmony with and a@s'an honour to the pro- 
fession to which they belonged. t ’ 

Mr. Ws. Biaes proposed the toast of ‘The Legal Profession.” 

Mr. R. Bramwett Davis, Q.C., responded. Everybody knew how well 
the judges | pea their duties, but recently there had been complaints 
that the judges came into court too late. ‘The recently-formed associa- 
tion, called the Council of the Bar, had been to the Lord Chancellor to 
urge that the judges should be required to come into court a little earlier, 
and it was to be hoped that this end would be attained. It had further 
been suggested that none of the ju should take a holiday on Satar- 
days. He thought that the state of business at present would permit of 
the judges taking their half holiday, for if the whole staff were 
present in the courts every day of the week there. would be nothing for 
them todo. The difficulty the legal profession had to contend with was 
that there was not sufficient work for them to do. The main difficulty 
was that they could not ensure to the suitor that if he brought an action 
and gained it he would get his costs out of the other side. If he brought 
an action it would probably be more expensive for him in any event than 
if he left it alone. He believed that if this were altered the courts would 
have as much litigation as could be dealt with. If the Bar Council and 
the Incorporated Law Society and the Solicitors’ ing Clerks’ 
Association could bring the matter before the judges with a successful 
result, the profession, instead of being in the difficulty of not having 
enough to do, would be fully occupied. 

Mr. J. Wreroxp Bupp (President of the Ineorporated Law Society), in 
returning thanks, said they would all agree that the present occupants of 
the 2ench would bear comparison with the great judges who had gone 
before, and there were capable men at the bar from:-whom any vacancies 
on the bench could be recruited. For the solicitors he might say that they 
were brought into intimate contact with their clients, and he asserted 
without fear of contradiction that, in the vast majority of cases, they 
possessed the confidence of their clients, and that that was not 
misplaced. For the officers of the courts, it might be said of them, one 
and all, that they lived up to the high standard—that they did their duty. 
Then there was that large army of workers, the managing clerks. On 
behalf of the solicitor branch of the profession, he could say how very 
much they were indebted to the managing clerks for the conduct of their 
business. Solicitors were dependent much more than the outside public 
knew upon the good services of their managing tks. So far from 
feeling that the association was in any way bee eg to them, solicitors 
hailed it with the greatest satisfaction. tors should endeavour to 
persuade all their manuging clerks to become members. Ah association 
of this kind could be productive of nothing but good. It helped solicitors 
in the conduct of business. It softened down ities which must arise 
sometimes in litigious work, and he hailed with gréat satisfaction the 
establishment and the continuing prosperity of the association. 

Mr. Epwarp Carens (president) gave the health of “The 
remarking that the association had never had so strong an array of guests 
as upon the present occasion. 


” 


Mr. W. Mrtworx Watters returned thanks. He said the association 
was founded on the same principle as was the I : ete ation 


namely, that of bringing solicitors together and 
a solid mass. The association was of benefit to its members and to the 
employers and to the clients. There was no feeling of 
between the solicitors and their coadjutors, the m clerks. 
Mr. C. Burney also re thanks. He the i 
could be productive of nothing but good. It te 
feeling amongst its members; it created an 
rivalry and emulation ; it created that esprit de 
all true comradeship. He could i 
encourage that accurate knowledge of" 
was of the greatest help in the 
ness, and he could imagine 
courage that abuse of practice w 
trip up an adversary on mere 
more than any other tended to confuse 
miserable wrangles over mere trivalities. 
there was not one member of the association 
such tactics as these. He was perfectly 
would for a moment believe that any such tricks as these could be of 
service and he was satisfied that there was not one of them who did 
believe in the great maxim to fight hard 
he did that all these advan flowed 
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and increase, and for his own part he 
The remaining toasts were “The 0 
Govtp and acknowledged by Mr. Alfred (gecretary) and 
Joseph Wright (treasurer); ‘‘The Chairman,"’ given by Mr. W. Buews 
Sarrn, Mr. Davies retu thanks ; and “ The Junior Clerks in Oham- 
bers,"” submitted from the chair, Mr, Join Ravan responding: 


Ce 





~—_ 


The fiftieth anni of the establishment of the Law Fire Offee was 





. The association was not only deserving of the best wishes but of the 





celebrated by a dinner on Thursday evening. 
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LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Honours EXAMINatIon. 
November, 1895. 
At the examination for honours of candidates for admission on the roll 


of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the examination committee recom- 
mended the following as being entitled to honorary distinction :— 


Frist Cuass. 
[In Order of Merit.] 

Tuomas Cuapwick Joneuavs, who served his clerkship with Mr. John 
William Addleshaw, of the firm of Messrs. Addleshaw, Warburton, & Co., 
of Manchester. 

Rowianp Grirrirx VavcuaTon, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. 
= Gould Coker, of Bath; and Messrs. Preston, Stow, & Preston, of 

mdon. 

Gsratp Harvey Megan, who served his clerkship with Mr. Ernest 
Woodgate, of the firm of Messrs. Acworth & Weolgate, of Rochester ; 
and Messrs. White, Borrett, & Co., of London. 

Szgconp Cxass. 
[In Alphabetical Order.] 

Henry Thomas Box, who served his clerkship with Mr. Harry Cousius, 
of Cardiff ; Messrs. Bell, Brodrick, & Gray, of London. 

Maurice Arthur Bulkley, who served his clerkship with Mr. George 
Maughan Footner, of Romsey; Messrs. Park, Nelson, & Co., and Mr. 
Robert Rogers Nelson, both of London. 

Charles Graham Chambers, B.A., who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Brown & Dobie, of Chester; and Messrs. Busk & Mellor, of London. 

Henry Swayne Drewry, who served his clerkship with Mr. James 
Bishop Hartley, of the firm of Messrs. Blyth, Dutton, Hartley, & Blyth, 
of London. 

Charles John William Hayward, B.A., B.C.L., who served his clerkship 
with Messrs. Field, Roscoe, & Co., of London. 

Arthur Lawrence Kent, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas 
Henry Field Lapthorn, of the firm of Messrs. Blake, Reed, & Lapthorn, of 
Portsmouth. 

Oswald Collier Littler, who served his clerkship with Mr. Robert 
Turner, of Manchester. 

Charles Egerton Mott, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas 
William Bishoff, of the firm of Messrs. Bompas, Bishoff, Dodgson, Coxe, 
& Bompas, of London. 

Turrp Crass. 
[In Alphabetical Order. ] 

Leonard Bottomley, M.A., LL.B., who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Darnton & Bottomley, of Ashton-under-Lyne ; and Messrs. Woodcock, 
Ryland, & Parker, of London. 

Hugh Butcher, who served his clerkship with Mr. William John Read, 
of Blackpool. 

Walter Durrance, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Houison 
Richardson, of Bradford, Yorks. 

Morrice Alfred Edwards, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. 
— William Emery, of the ‘firm of Messrs. Field, Roscoe, & Co., of 

on. 

Bertram Jacobs, who served his clerkship with Mr. Llewellyn James 


of iy sre 
George Wild Johnstone, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Verity & 
Baddiley, of Doncaster. 
Ronald Dosson Lowless, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles 
William Rees Stokes, of Tenby. 


John Trevor Roberts, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles Alfred 
Jones, of Carnarvon ; and Messrs. Rooke & Sons, of London. 

Cecil Vinall, who served his clerkship with Mr. Isaac Vinall, of Lewes. 

Charles Vincent Whitgreave, who served his clerkship with Mr. Samuel 
Brittle, of Nottingham. 

The Council of the ted Law Society have accordingly given 
class certificates and awarded the following prizes of books :— 

To Mr. T. C. Jonghaus—Prize of the Honourable Society of Clement’s- 
inn—value about £10; and the Daniel Reardon Prize—value about 20 


To Mr. R. G. Vaughton—Prize of the Honourable Society of Clifford’s- 
ag ug onourable y ord’s 


To Mr. G. H. Mead—Prize of the Honourable Society of New-inn— 
guineas. 


To Mr. J.T. Roberte—‘ The John Mackrell Prize ’—value about £12. 
ait ae _ given class certificates to the candidates in the second 
Eighty candidates gave notice for the examination. 





LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srvpents’ Dexattxc Socrery.—Dec. 17.—Chairman, Mr. Ru 
. The subject for debate was ‘‘ That the case of Government Stock 
Investment and other Securities Co. vy. Manila Railway Co. (1895, 2 Ch. 551) 
was wrongly decided.” Mr. A. W. Wateon opened in the affirmative, 
Mr. W. A. Jolly seconded in the affirmative; Mr. A. L. 4 in 
the negative, Mr. A. I’. Gould seconded in the negative. The followin 
also :—Mesers. A. Simon, R. , Melliar Smith, N 
Fae co . Singleton. The motion was carried by the casting vote of 
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THE LORD CHANCELLOR ON LEGAL EDUCATIQ a om 
AND CONTEMPLATED LEGISLATION. are © startix 
Tue Lord Chancellor of England, who is president for the year ofgim bee® established 
Leeds Law Students’ Society, delivered his presidental address on Wednaim the moment the 
day evening. In the course of it, he said that there had been sitting fyi proce*S: and ys 
time to time a committee to reduce the statute- book, both in bulk, and ym not icalated 
hoped, to clear it of what King James described as its rust. Ther ; h that 
up to this time was that the statute law, which numbered 110 volumsime was t0 the adval 
had been reduced to ten volumes. He did not mean to say that that woggm there 728 somet 
make the law always clear. He did not think that was possible, for would no 
reasons. One reason was that the law was made in a manner that did yam continuous expe 
add to its clearness. Some gentleman got up and made an objectionjam him 4 Bill last \ 
the House. Some other gentleman got up and said he thought thyme matter, and ot 
would get rid of the objection in this way, and so the discussion went qj every. branch © 
and something was put in which did not absolutely carry out what gm hoped they mig 
the intention of the Legislature. It was obvious that if laws were 1 without undue « 
without sufficient regard to the e in which they were expre Public Trustee: 


and the unity of thought which pervaded the statute, the law must be experience as a 
failure, but it must provide materials for discussion to a learned for 
honourable profession. But the language of the law, like other thing ascertain what 
had undergone great alterations. Alluding to the subject of case 
he expressed his belief was that no more useful study could possibly at all. 
adopted by those who were learning law than that of reports of casesimm the direction of 
which great principles had been argued on both sides, and in which tii who wilfully in 
keenest minds of both bench and bar had been applied to the solution qi great propriety 
principles. : Administratioi 
Legal Education.—There was now some excitement about the modeillll sat the neglect 
which they were to educate the future generations of lawyers. He calamities that 
very proud to see so much interest taken in them. They were nota of what the ju: 


popular in times gone by, judging from literature. An attorneyt but he could nc 
to be the favourite villain of every plot. People were now, howe the great Fren 
beginning to see that lawyers could give them good advice when th country was re 
wanted it. Still, he could not help saying that there was an unjust p in truth recove 
judice against their class. He was not certain that lawyers were ditions. He s 
popularin the House of Commons. It would be much better if men wal schism within 


reassured and valued according to their conduct, and not according tot rusting in anti 
line of life they happened to be in. There was one serious observatiog feydal and de 
he wished to make. During the last election a distinguished advocate Phenix-like tc 
made the object of a violent and virulent attack because he had acted fortune, others 
counsel for a great criminal. He had not himself done wrong, andit 
impossible to conceive anything more utterly destructive to the spiritd 
liberty than such a system. It was, he feared, a practice derived from 
neighbouring country. He regarded it with horror and disgust. Re 
verting to the education of the two branches of the profession, his lori. 
ship said that now-a-days they were all for examinations. He must co 
fess that he believed he was the sole survivor of those who ones 
examinations, and he was not certain that he was wrong when he dida , 
The days gone by did not present them with less learned lawyers tha Sir Frenp1n¢ 
they had at the present time. Solicitors were not always subject to a rege Chief Justice 
examination ; nevertheless they did their work very well. He knew that Mr. Joux W 
nominally, the Lord Chancellor was supposed to conduct the examinatic j tis - Hor 
of solicitors, and he was thankful that that official had no longer to per ” 
form the duty. It was told of a very distinguished chancellor thatl 
said to one candidate who came before him, ‘‘ What is the first thing yu 
would ask your client when he came to you.” The young man repliel, 
‘*T think I should ask him for a cheque on account.’’ To which th Sir Robert 1 
Chancellor said, ‘- You will do; I don’t think I need ask you any more"H 4, complime 
The Lord Chief Justice quoted the case of a man who managed to g8IB i. gonth-Kas 
through the whole of the English law in the course of two months, a Geen). Ac 
sumed a creditable examination. That was a very good piece of busines ii cuit assemble: 
He remembered a friend of his who borrowed from him ‘* Fearne on Coma yy, Murpay 
tingent Remeinders ’’ overnight, and returned it next morning with th ¥ 
remark that it was a delightful book. If there was this objection to & 
aminations, the strange t to his mind was that they were to have, né 
the Council of Legal Education, which seemed to be a very admirable 
body, but a university. They were, it was suggested, to have degre 
granted, and a proper number of professors. But what were the latte 
to do, how were they to do it, and when was it to be done? If there wa 
a university, whatever it meant, how was law to be learnt differently, 
except in the examinations which, by the hypothesis, could be defestel 
by the crammer and the coach. He propounded that question for thei 
consideration, and did not for various reasons propose to give any soll 
tion. 

sriten-—eeeening $0 possible amendments of the law, his lordship 
said be had laboured in other fields for the vindication of the right of the 
people to be examined as witnesses on their own behalf. He could né 
conceive of any civilized community permitting such a state of the law # 
exist as at present obtained. A person who was the accuser could choow 
that form of accusation which would muzzle the accused, and not 
him to be heard. He hoped that state of the lew, which wasa scan Monday, Dec. .. 
Sagres to any civilized community, would very soon cease to exist. He The Christma 

no less than four times passed a Bill Gaongh the House of Lords HIM teminate on M 

enabling anybody to be examined as a witness on his own behalf, and i 
some way or other that Bill had been neglected, but he hoped that neglect 
would not continue, and that the Bill would become an Act of Parlis 
ment. 


















Dats . 
Monday, Dec... 


Land Transfer.—There was another question to which he wished to refer, Warxixo 
and here he spoke with considerable doubt as to whether what he had # or 
say would be accepted as readily as some of his observations had bee =— ed b. 
He referred to the terrible question of the transfer of land. He knew it fam % Victoria 
was a very topic. He did not wonder or complain that persons did i ™ntry by : 
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got like to see a profitable source of business taken from them. But let 
them consider what it came to. Supposing they had to sell a piece of 
of land, an expensive process had to be gone through to prove title. Let 
ushave a starting point at which we might say that this and that had 
been established, and take it for granted at the next transfer. But no; 
the moment the property changed hands they had to go through the same 


process, and pay for it all. That was very unreasonable. It was 
not calculated to make the transfer of land easy, and it was calculated to 
h that free exchange of land like any other commodity which it 
was to the advantage of the State to promote. He thought he might say 
there was something like conviction stealing over some minds that the 
lic would not much longer submit to a system which compelled that 
continuous expense. The Council of the Incorporated Law Society sent 
him a Bill last week which contained many valuable suggestions on this 
matter, and he need not say he was desirous of working in harmony with 
every brauch of the profession, and that being the spirit on both sides, he 
they might in time make it possible to effect the transfer of land 
without undue or unreasonable expense. 


Public Trustees.—As to the tender topic of public trustees, his ten years’ 
ience as a judge was that it was a serious matter—a serious matter 
for trustees; and he was convinced that when trustees once began to 
ascertain what their responsibilities were, and the spirit in which their 
actions were regarded by the courts, it would be extremely difficult to get 
trustees at all. He had the direction of some trustees, and he had also 
the direction of another class of persons, and he was certain that anybody 
who wilfully incurred the responsibility of one of those classes might, with 
great propriety, be remitted to the other class. 

Administration of the law.—In conclusion, the Lord Chancellor remarked 
that the neglect or feeble administration of the law was one of the worst 
calamities that could happen to any country. He would not remind them 
of what the judicious Hooker gave as the proper description of justice, 
but he could not help recalling the words tte poet put into the mouth of 
the great French statesman when he described the condition to which his 
country was reduced by a feeble administration of the law, and that which 
in truth recovered it, and brought it into harmony with civilized con- 
ditions. He said: ‘‘I found France rent asunder. Sloth in its marts and 
schism within its temples. Brawls festering to rebellion and weak laws 
rusting in antique sheaths. I have re-created France, and from the old 
feudal and decrepit carcase, contentment on her luminous wings soars 
Phenix-like to heaven. What was my art? Witchcraft some say, some 
fortune, others genius. Not so; my art was justice.”’ 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Sir Fretprnc Ciarxe, Chief Justice of Hong Kong, has been appointed 
Chief Justice of Jamaica. 


Mr. Joun Worett Carrineton, Q.C., C.M.G., has been appointed Chief 
Justice of Hong-kong, in the room of Sir Fielding Clarke. 


GENERAL, 


Sir Robert Finlay, Q.C., M.P., was entertained on Wednesday evening 
ata complimentary dinner in the Middle Temple Hall by the members of 
the South-Eastern Circuit, in celebration of his appointment as Solicitor- 
General. A considerable number of past and present members of the Cir- 
cuit assembled. The chair was occupied (in the unavoidable absence of 
Mr. Murpay, Q.C., the leader of the circuit) by Mr. Inderwick, Q.C., and 
among those present were the Right Hon. George Denman, Lord Robert 
Cecil, Lord Justice A. L. Smith, Mr, Justice Mathew, Mr. Justice Gran- 
tham, Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams, the Attorney-General (Sir R. 
‘ae Q.C., M.P.), Sir E. Clarke, Q.C., M.P., Sir R. Reid, 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURR. 


Rota or Reoaisrrans 1x AtreypaNxcer on 


Arrrat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Curry. Norra. 


Mr. Godfrey Mr. Farmer Mr. Lavie 


Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Sriauina. Kexewicn. Romer. 


Monday, Dec. ....csssseeee23 Mr Pugh Mr. Pemberten Mr, Clowes 


The Christmas Vacation will commence on Tuesday, the 24th day of December, 1895, and 
terminate on Monday, the 6th day of January, 1896, both days included. 








Waaxixc ro ivrenpino Hovse Puronasnrs AND Lassers.—Before pur- 
or renting a house, have the Sani Arrangemen’ 
Examined by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering Co. (Carter Bros.), 
5, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house, 2 guineas ; 
country by arrangement. (Kstablished 1875.)—[Apvr.] 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fuipay, Dec. 13. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luomrep in CHANCERY. 


Kennincton Conservative Society, Luatres—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 
31, to send particulars of their claims to Frederick Peel Baxter, Bartholomew House, 
Bartholomew lane ; . 

Sreausmip “ Parkriztp” Co, Liwrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 1, to 
send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to William 
Henry Brown and Joseph Brown, 26, Preeson’s row, Liverpool. Batesons & Co, 
pool, solors for liquidators . 

Swixpon Juxcrion Horet Co, ay pw are required, on or before Dec 31, to 
send their names and addresses, and parti of their debts or claims, to Edmund 
Broderip and Napoleon Lievin Bauwens, 88, Newman st, Oxford st. Smith, Savoy 
mansions, Strand, solor for liquidators 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Caxsury Bexevit Buitpine Society, Fife rd, Kingston on Thames, Surrey. Dec 3 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Dee. 17. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limtrep rmx CHAaNcERY. 


Freperick Watton’s Mosaic Lixoteum Co, Lunrep (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)— 
Creditors are required, on or before Feb 1, to send their names and addresses, the 
i of their debts or claims, to William Bowley, 114, Holborn. Hewlett, Essex 
st, Strand, solor to a ; 
Liverroot Horst axp Pusiic Scrriy Stores Co, Lumrep—Creditors are required, on or 
before Jan 20, to send their names and addresses, and the i of their debts or 
, to Alexander Picken, 2 to 8, Church st, Li . Collins & Co, Liverpool, 
solors for liquidator 
Liverroot Manvracturine Co, Limirep—Creditors are requii on or before Jan 20, to 
send their names and addresses, and the i of their or clai to Mr. F. 
Hilditch, 5, Cook st, Liverpool. Forshaw & Hawkins, Li solors for liquidator 
Merrayr Voican Founpry axp Eyorverrine Co, Luurep i are required, on of 
before Dec 31, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or 
claims, to C. E. Dovey, 31, Queen st, Cardiff | . 
MeErroro.iTaN AND Provincrat Direcr Fisu Suprry Associatiox, Lowrsp—Creditors 
their debts oe oloiumn to ‘Thome Hurver a ny a <= y4 
eir debts or omas 86, Hop 
61, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn, solors to liqui 
to 2 thei 


rs required, 
addresses, and i i to Picken, 2 to 
8, Church st, Liverpool. ins & Co, Li solors iquii 
Navication lxpusrarat Co-orerative Socrery, 
before Dec 31, to send their names and 
claims, to Charles Edwin Dovey, 31, Queen st, Cardiff. 
solors to liquidator 
Szxion & Yarpiey, Lunrep, Liox-arcapg, HuppERSFIRLD (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION 
are required, on or before Jan 12, to send their names and 
Ne ty re te ae 1, Cloth Hall st, Hudders- 
id, or to J. W. Piercy, solor, Cloth Hall st, Huddersfield 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 

London Gazette.—Tusspay, Dee. 10. 


Lomas, Exizanets, Broughton, nr Manchester Jan 10 Lomas v Lomas, Registrar, 
Manchester Shippey, Manchester ’ 
Maxrietp, Wiuiram, jun, Portesham House, Gent Jan 12 Hooper v Manfield, 
Stirling, J Burnett, Dorchester 
Mies, Rocer, Keyham, Leicester, Esq Jan 15 Talbott v Miles, Stirling, J Trotter, 
Gt st, Westminster 
am Georce, Liverpool, Brewer Jan 15 Segar v Segar, Registrar, Liverpool Norris, 
Wootutey, Epwarp Atrrep, Chancery lane, Solicitor Jan 22 Woolley v Woolley, 
North, J Chatterton. Blomfield st 
Wor.anp, Hewny, Canning Town, Corn Merchant Jan 1i Worland vy Byford, North, J 
Hilleary, Fenchurch bidgs 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.—Fauipar, Dec. 13. 
Arretsst, Ropert, Nottingham, Gent Jan15 Wells & Hind, Nottingham 
Bracut, Peter, Southgate, Herts Jan13 Taylor & Rowley, Gresham st 
Barrrary, Ricnarp, Summer Hill, nr Newport, Salop, Gent Jan 23 Heane, Newport 
Cane, Jony, Stoke next Guildford, Surrey, Gent Jan 31 Smallpeice & Co, Guildford 
Cuanp.isr, Eviza, Hastings Jan 31 Davenport & Co, Hastings 
Cuarman, Epwrx, Southampton, Bootmaker Jan 4 Downie, Alton, Hants 
Cacteian, Besene Lxowarp, Pembroke, Tenby, Esq Jan 6 Crossman & Co, Theobald’s 
DorRgLIy Cuar.es Frepenics, &, Barry rd, Bast Dulwich, Superintendent Registrar Jan 
13 


Button & Co, Covent Grdn 
Ex.is, Junta, Peckham Rye Jani5 Charles, Fenchurch st 


Exus, Joan Wautrer, Peckham Rye, Potato Salesman Jan 15 Charles, Fenchurch st 
Fupves, Henry James, Bristol, Saddler Jan M_ Sibly & Dickinson, Bristol 

Gisert, Bexvamry, Rouselench, Worcester, Farmer Jan 6 § & 8 J Tombs, Droitwich 
Gruss, Mary Etiey, Cherwell Lodge, Oxford ~Dee 31. Beachcroft & Co, Theodald’s inn 
Goovrs.iow, Berry, Hyde, Chester Febi2 Hibbert & Westbrook, Hyde 

Cures ay ~ a Kingswinford, Stafford, Chartermaster Dec 18 Clulow, High st, 
Haw, Mary, Thorpe, Norwich Jan 14 Leathes Prior, Norwich " 

Hawanp, Epwarp Jons, Colchester, Essex Jan 12 Whittey & Denton, Colchester 
Hewrrr, Crances Hanpcastte, Bristol, Gout Jan 28 Abbot & Co, Bristol 
a LLIAM peng 3 Ladbroke grove, Paddington; Horse Dealer Jan i Rich- 


Hvssanp, Tomas, elton, Suffolk, Gent Jan 31 Ayers, Gt Yarmouth 


Inrrery, gummy Woothury - 1a, Tunbeidge Wals Feb 1 Stileman & Co, South- 
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Keux, Carnanive Fisurr, Victoria rd, Kensington Jan18 Saxton & Morgan, Somerset | 


st, . 
Kwtent, James asuss, Birmingham, Butcher Jan1 Foster& Kendrick, Birmingham 
Laxspatt, Rossrt, Boothstown, nr Manchester, Gent Jan 31 Farrar & Co, Man 


Laws, Joux, Dover Feb1 Stilwell & Harby, Dover 


Lispex, Jous Frepertcx, Regent st, Tailor Jan 9 
's 


inn 
Mapstex, Tromas, Birmingham, 


& Co, New'sg, Lincoln’s inn 
Mraz, Hexaierra Axx, Wi super Mare Jan 14 


Owes, Danrgt, Mold, Flint, Tallor Jan 1 Simon, Mold 


Parkins, Axx, Hunton, nr Bedale, York Yan 15 Fowler, Stockton on Tees 

Parerson, James, Cunberealt rd, Cigarette Paper Manufacturer Jan 25 May & Co, 
Laurence Pountney hill ’ 

Perrnts, Evizaseta Herex, South Shields Jan 20 Edmonds & Co, Gt Winchester st 

Peary, Wittiam Water, Brighton Jan13 Oxley, Brighton 

Genes, Seveyeee Horace, Marlborough rd, St Alban, Stockbroker Jan 14 Dunville, St Co, Pi 

Saaw, Taomas, Shanghai, China, Master Mariner Dec 31 Blount & Co, Fitzalan House, 
Arundel st, Strand 

Surra, Sauvet, Nottingham Decl5 Alexander Simpson, Nottingham 

Srscx, Hexay, Bridgend Glam, Builder Jan 14 Stockwood, Bridgend 

Vaxpersrt, Prerer Geruagp, Farnborough, Surrey, Merchant Dec 31 Fladgate & 

Wane, Watrer Txomas, South Hampstead Jan 20 Scott, West Kensington 

‘Wenset, Caro.ive, Cologne, Germany Jan13 Rehders & Higgs, Mincing In 


Wirstiz, Caancorrs, Bristol Jan 28 Abbot & Co, Bristol 


Woop, Witt, Dukinfield, Chester, Bobbin Manufacturer Jan 31 Domakin, Man- 


London Gazette.—Tvsspay, Dec. 17. 
ex a Jous Waicut, Burton Pk, Sussex, Esq Feb20 Gordon & Dalbiac, 


row 
Biers, Sorsis Axxiz, Putney Jan 25 Gardner, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 
Bopry, Groncz, Landkey, Devon, Builder Jani15 Bencraft & Bosson, Barnstaple 
Baows, Rozszrt, Liverpool, Fringe Manufacturer Jan 20 North & Co, Liverpool 


Burrox, Aurrep, Hastings Jan 18 Morgan, Hastings 
Borros, Jang, Southsea Jani3 Sherwin, Portsmouth 


Cuxes, Jonx Epwarp, Batley, York Jani Oscar Walker, Mitre ct, Temple 
Caranrnes, ya James Lee, Keighley, York, Printer Jan 16 Wright & Water- 


Gedge & Co, Gt George st, West- 


Dasrg.t, Canotise Haznrert, Cromwell rd Jan 17 
minster 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
iendon Garetie—Fatpay, Dec. 13. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
APpPLEranp, ae ag Haxver, Beeston Hill, Leeds, Carting 
Agent Leeds Pet Decl0 Ord Dec 10 
Baxee, Witu1amu, Oxford, Carpenter Oxford Pet Dec 10 
Ord Dec 10 


Bruysrarx, Moses Sauver, Middlesborough, Travelling 
Jeweller Middles ee Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 8 
—S Kensington, Gent High Court Pet Oct 11 


Braxs, Groncr, or Yorks, Tailor Scarborough 
ene 


sea, Lodging house Keeper 
Hotel Pa Des” "Ord Dee € 

Halifax, Tailor’s Cutter Halifax 

Pet Dec ll Ord Dee 11 


Comxor, Parzics, Widnes, om General Dealer Liver- 
pool Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 

Coswar, Wimax i. ” Hartlepool, Grocer Sunderland 
Pet Deez Ord Dec 


on, Wi ing Brighton Pet Nov 2 Ord i Porrer, Epwazp, Orient st, Southwark, Builder High 
Court Pet Dee ‘ 


SD... re Tredegar Pet | 
Dec 10 Ord Dee 10 

Dawstext, James Warrexax, Lennox gins, Chelsea High 
Court Pet Oct 29 Ord Dec 10 


Davipsox, Wit1iax Jamiesox, Newcastle on Tyne, Game 
Dealer N on Tyne Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 
Daze, Eicuazp Herpox, Lew, nr Bampton, Oxfordshire 

Dens Suan Resanipenio, Seemen Lined 
aries, Joux, Swans Victualler 
as Swansea Pet Decl Ord Dec op 
Cuasretaix, Atrezp Groncz Booru, Foxbourne rd. 
ahem, Ciacienecter ‘Wenisworth Pet Sept7 ond 


pidkecbtiae, Sinden Leeds Pt Deei0 Ord Dec 10 
Dorrox, Wiiiam, Stonyeroft, Liverpool, Feeding Stuffs 


Pet Nov 2 Ord Dee 11 
Ezsor, Ezxeet, Onslow Ki Gent Windsor 
Pet Nor 19 Grd Bee 9 — ™ 
Eisas, Wuase Heesrer, Seven Sisters’ rd, Boot Dealer 
High Court Pet Dec? Ord Dee mg 
y , Commission Agent 
Leeds Pet Dec? Ord Dee 9 2 
Fuess, Avsrer Feaxcis, Sth Weald, Hesex, Farmer 
Dec6 Ord Dees 
ves, Guozcr, , Greengrocer Cardiff Pet Dec 





Peacock & Goddard, South sq, 


Gent Jani Foster & Kendrick, Birmingham 
Martusn, Jauzs Caapwick, Eccles, Lancs, Gent Jan 31 Sale & Co, Manchester 
Mexenpez, Dow Ramon Awnronra, Calle de la Camera Aviles, Spain, Merchant Jan 31 


Lee Michell, Wellington 


| Tcessvit, Jous, Leeds, Fruit Merchant 
19 Ord Dec9 


$$$. 


Daviss, Bensamin, Newport, Mon, Doctor Feb 1 Wade & Son, Newport 

Daweins, Many, Old Steine, Brighton Jan1é Mirams, Brighton 

_ | Drxon, Witx1am, Altrincham, Chester, Agent Jan 13 Lawson & Co, Manchester 
| Eve, Gzoraz, Upminster, Essex, Farmer Jan 21 Hunt & Co, St Swithin’s lane 


| Fourny, Juss Avausts, Kingston upon Hull, Marine Surveyor Febi1 Barker & May. 
Liugscuixe, Lois Farpericx, Tunbridge Wells Jan9 Eldridge & Sons, Newport, I Ww field, Hull 


GARNER, Wittiam, Bramhall, Chester Jan 31 Jepson & Son, Manchester 


Gorr, Rosert, Bedminster, Bristol Jan13 Bolton, Bristol 


Furnival’s inn 


Caneme, 3 Epwakp, Nottingham, Brick Manufacturer 
HarpinG, Freperick James, Hill st, Knightsbridge, Commission Agent Jan16 Hudson 


Jan 18 Wells & Hind, Notting. 


Hartnaway, Apert Henny, Pemberton, Lancs, Gardener Dec 21 Taylor & Co, Wigan 


Hixton, James, Abbas, Hants, Thatcher Jani4 Dowling, Winchester 


otter’s Fields, 


New Broad s 


Paternoster row 


cing lane 


Hoiiyman, Coarves Henry, Cardiff, Baker Jan3 Thomas & Francis, Cardiff 
| Semen Reema Oldham, Lanes, Eating house Keeper 
| Martry, Saran, Ormskirk Jan 23 Kennedy & Glover, Ormskirk 


Meap, Rosina, Caterham, Surrey Feb 1 Ford & Co, Bloomsbury sq 
Mess, Sir Peres. MEtvitur, Seiten, K C B Major-General Jan25 Bayley & 


Jan 17 Clark & Jackson, 


Tooley st 
McCtosxiz, Witu1am Jounx, Windsor, Hotel Keeper Dec 31 Hopkins, New Windsor 


Sanpers, Tuomas, Bromsgrove, Worcester, Gent 
Comer. Saran Ayn Papwics, Daxford, Cambridge Feb7 


ri 
Srvciarn, Grace Maria, Dover Feb 1 Mowll & Mowll, Dover 
Styciaiz, Toomas, Dover Feb1 


Miteonsn, Somes, Melbourne, Victoria Jan 13 St Barbe &Co, Delahay st, West. 


mins 
Newet., Heyry, Garway rd, Bayswater, Gent Jan17 Taylor, Lincoln’s inn fields 
at women Epirnx, Ossington st, Bayswater Jan 17 
e 


Taylor, Lincoln’s inn 


Parke, Jaye Dawsos, Liverpool Jan 31 John Quinn & Sons, Liverpool 

Patuies, Rosert, Bamborough gdns, Shepherd’s Bush, Gent Jan 15 Taylor & Taylor, 
Porter, Joun Hexperson, Waldegrave rd, Norwood, Civil Engineer Dec 31 Pumfrey, 
Rircuis, Davin, Edinburgh Jan 21 Oakshott & Barter, Liverpool 

mnerag Fase, His Excellency, Turkish Embassy, Bryanston sq Jan 31 Hollams & Co, 


Feb1 Sanders, Bromsgrove 
Ginn & Matthe w, Cam- 


Mowll & Mowll, Dover 


Surra, Mary Exizasets, Walcot Lodge, Putney Jan1S Wells & Hind, Nottingham 
Tiso, James, Warwick Feb15 Handley &Co, Warwick 


Wasnuen, Rurerr Evear, Walton Vicarage, Ipswich Jani5 Payne & Fuller, Bath 
West, Joserx, Whitwell, Derby, Farmer Feb1 Hodding & Co, Worksop 
Wiu1aus, Caruerixe, Shipton Gorge, Dorset Jan17 Roper, Bridport 


Wo tey, Taomas Hickman, Clungunford, Salop, Farmer Jan 20 Wolley, Clungunford 








Ord Dec 10 


Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 
| Hiees, ieee eed Brettell lane, nr Soules, 
—— Keeper Stourbridge Pet Dec Ord 


Hopxrss, “Ey AN, a Glam, Truck Fitter Neath Pet 
Dec 10 Ord Dec 


Hortos, Svsannau, a Warwickshire, ~~ 
Victualler Birmingham Pet Nov 23 Ord Decl 
IsuzRwoop, Atrrep, Bolton, Lancs, Confectioner Bolton 
Pet Dee 11 Ord Dee 11 
Jou~x Rosegr, Middlesborcugh, pd Goods 
Middlesborough Pet Dec 7 Ord Dec 
Jgyrxes, Cuartes Epwarp, Wellington, 
Madely Pet Dec9 Ord Dec9 
Locxwoop, Atrzep, Elland, Yorks, Confectioner Halifax 
Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 
Macpoxa, Hexzy Weare, Clarendon rd, Notting hill, 
— ission Agent High Court Pet Dec 9 Ord 
9 


Menepitsz, Joszers, West Bridgford, Notts Nottingham 
Pet Dec9 Ord Dec9 
Cottin; Cambs, 


Papworth, Faepreick Wii, gham, 
Market ener Cambridge Pet Nov 21 Ord Dec 2 


JACKLING, 
Dealer 


Salop, a 


Pzrros, CHARLES 
Court Pet Nov20 Ord 


| Pamurrs, Conneurvs, Torquay, Nurseryman Exeter Pet 


Nov? Ord Dec 9 


9 Ord Dec% 
Riopie, Wri1iiam, Oxenhall, Farmer Gloucester Pet Dec 
9 Ord Dec 9 


Ross, 
P 


cones, ——— Bexsauis, Moreton in 


Tasor, spuntestens, Colonel High | 


) Gray, Aupross, Lincoln, Horse Dealer Lincoln Pet Dec | Varm, 
10 or. 
| HartsHory, ter i Reebey, Machinist Newtown | 


| 


| 
} 
| 


| Graves, Freperick, Cardiff, Greengrocer 
0 


| Gairrirus, Joux, Salford, Lancs, Beerhouse Keeper 


Jous Wirtiam, and Witiiam Yares, Barnsley, 


. Greengrocer Barnsley Pet Dec 11 On 
Dec 13 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
ATKIN, “ay Nottingham Dec 20 at 11 Off Reo, & 


Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 

| Baremaw, ‘Seen Greetland, nr Halifax Dec 21 atll 
Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 

Bovtrtoy, Jou Hewry, Rotherham, er Dec 20 at 
2.30 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffi 

| Broox, Rearnaxp, Eastcheap, Market Clerk Dec 20 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

CueswortH, WILLIAM, Halifax, Tailor’ Cutter Dec 23 atl2 
Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 


Cxurcues, Jonn Sipney, Sevenoaks Dec 21 at 11 Mr 
Tamlyn, High st, Bridgwater 
Cocks, hen Henry, vedere rd, Lambeth, Wharf 


Manager Dec 20 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Davies, rg & 7 1, Flints, ae house Keeper Dee 
23 at 3.30 Hotel, Rhyl 
Dunx, Ropert, ereuah High a, Hop Factor Dec 20 at 12 
Bankru; dgs, Carey st 


| Ewery, ee Jous, Oswestry. Salop, General Draper 
Dec 20 


at12 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 
Dec 31 at 3 


Dee 
Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester * 
Gairritus, Samugzt Luoyrp, Llangollen, Denbighshire, 
Butcher Dec 21at12 The Priory, Wrex' 


ham 
Hascock, Joux Howarp, Canton, Cardiff, Pilot Dec 31 at 
11 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 


Rec, 29, Queen st, C 


20 at 2.45 


| Hanagison, Bicnarp Francis, Petersfield, Hants, Farmer 


Atreep, Swansea, Photographic Agent Swansea 
Dec9 Ord Dec9 eles | 
Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 10 | 


urgeon 
Surrs, Sauce a Horton, Bradford, Yorks, Egg 


Dec9 Ord Dec9 


Seen, Jean eaten, aay Merchant Leeds Fet 
Dee ll Ord Deci 


Tuomas, Daviv, Candift Cardiff Pet Nov 26 


| Tuompsox, Axxrz, Pouiton le Fylde, Lancs, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Preston P. 


et Dee 10 Ord Dec 10 
Tsorstoxs, Apgzauam, Idle, Yorks, Contractor Bradford 
Pet Dee 10 Ord Dec 10 
Leeds Pet Nov 


Ord Novy 27 | 


} 
| 
| 
| 
} 


| Moopy Baoriens, Lea Bri 


Wag! Exizazersu, Birmingham, Fish Dealer Birmingham | 


Dee 11 Ord Dee 1 
| Watsox, Bicuazp, Dy ae Commeneectet Traveller 
Pet 9 
Wurtz, miiam, Wisbech, 8t Peter, C eshire, 
Aucti King’s Lynn Pet Nov 2% Ord. 
Dee 9 
Fancy Dealer | 


Weicut, Eowsey Jaceves, Pembroke, 
Pembroke Dock Pet Decl Ord Dec lo 


i 





Dec 23 at 11.30 Mr Burley’ 8, Station rd, Petersfield 
Hicsox, Jony, and James Taomas Byrxe, Blackburn, 
Cotton Waste Bleachers Dec 20 at 2.30 County Court 
house, Blackburn 
Horsw i Gzorce, Lowestoft, Butcher 
Off Ree, 8, King st, Norwich 
IsenneRc, Apowru, Mannin gham, Bradford, Fancy Goods 
Dealer Dec 20at12 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Brad- 


ford 
Isnznwoop, Atrrep, Bolton, Gypuiine Dec 23 att 
16, Wood st. ton 


Carpenter 
Dee B 


Kestie, Winuras Hewry, Lenivet, Cornwall, 
20at12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 
Lock woop, ALFRED, Elland, Yorks, Confectioner 
at 11 Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 
_ Drapers Dec 20 at 


2.20 bldgs, 
Morcax, Eow a ronda EC, Choskbooher Dec 23 at it 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Newsy, Tsouas Jouxson, Sth Hetton, Durham, Farmer 
Dec 20 at 12 Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland. 

Porter, Epwasp, Orient st, Southwark, Builder Dec23at 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st : 

| Po weit, Ricnarp James, Som Herefordshire, Farmet 

Dec 20 at 2.30 2, Offa st, Hereford 


Dec 21 at 11.30 















PowsuL, WiLLrA) 

aller Dec 20 

RawLInas, JAMES 

law , Ne 

fata, Gore At 

gat12 0 
SE 


> mae 
wares a 
AVID, 
Queen st, Cat 


Amended notice | 
‘ 


Hut, Cuarces, ( 
ati2 Off Re 


Avrnam, Taoma 
Nov 27 Ord 
AprLeyarD, Jos 
Pet Dec 10 | 
Anustzonc, ALF 
seh 


Agustzone, Ri 
8 Ord] 


Canzy, CHARLC 
Portsmouth 

——s “s 
Pet Dec 1 


Cong, ymca J 
mission Age 
Daty, CAROLINE 
igh Court 
Davies, Jonn, F 
‘Bwansea P 
Davipeon, Wi 
Dealer Nev 
Donerty, Marx 


uss, Wit118 | 

aa Hig 
SON, ‘HOM, 
Leeds Pet: 


Merepirx, Jos 
Pet Dec9 | 

















4 May. 


otting. 
[udson, 
Wigan 


ckson, 


ley & 


nford 
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POWELL, rca, Orcop, Herefordshire, Licensed Victu- 
aller Dec 20at10 2, Offa st, Hereford 
Eamsv0% James, Eairth, Hunts, Dec 20 at 12 
Law Crts, New rd, Peterborough 
fala, rer ‘Avaustus, a Brighton, Journalist Dec 
aR %.. Rec, 24, Railway approach, London 


miley Burghill rd, Sydenham, Gent Deo 28 at 12 
jay hingwend Landon Bridge, 5 3 Deo 21 at 12 
HN, 
BO Reo 2 safocd, 
vendeg Boe, Dealer Dee 28-at 11 
att Ree, 31, Manor row, 


suru, Tuomas, Southend on Sea, Commercial Traveller 
Dec 22 at 12 ‘Temple chmbrs, gy eee 
fever, JouNn, Wi , Berks, Grocer Dec 20: at 12 


Office, ‘ord 
TaoanToN, ABRAHAM, Idle, York, Contractor Dec 23 at 12 
a Dee MGasdift’ "Des ot bt 31.20 Off Reo, 29 

s, Davin, a 
og st, Cardiff " 


Taourson, ANNIE, yer le Fylde, Lancs, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Dec 23 Ibion Hotel, Promenade, 


a, Gzorce, Cumberland, Tailor Dec 24at12 29 
ioether oh Carlisle ne : 


Lowth 
Wu11ams, Toomas, Aberdare itercnye a= Coal Miner 
St, Merth y 
fr 


Dec 20 at 12 665, 

Wiis, Rg 
Dec 21 County Sm — 

Wuorretp, Rosert, Hairdresser Dec 20 at 
12 Off Rec, St Peters urch walk, Nottingham 

The following amended notice is substituted a that pub- 

lished. in the London Gazette of Deo. 

Joxes Water Simon, Chester, Stationer pa 16 at 3 
Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Amended notice substituted for that published in the Lon- 

don Gazette of Dec 10 :— 
Hut, Caanres, Cock 


Farm Labourer Dec 18 
at12 Off Rec, 31, wansea 


dra rd, 8 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

Avram, Taomas, Settle, Yorks, Grocer Bradford Pet 
Nov 27 Ord Dee 9 

AppLEYaRD, JosrPH Henry, Leeds, Carting Agent Leeds 
Pet Dec 10 Ord Dee 10 

AnustzonG, ALFRED Exnest, An gts Birmingham 

ham Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 

Agvstzonc, Ricnarp, Durham, Butcher Durham Pet 

Dec3 Ord Dec 9 


yaaa Oxfo: i ter Oxford Pet 
mars, yuan Ont rdshire, Carpen' 


Sp Witt ? a Gravesend, Kent, Shorthand 
Writer Rochester Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 10 

Brryste1n, Moses Samus, ek Travelling 
Jeweller Middlesbo' Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 

Bazaxs, Water, and Greorce Kiiner, Baildon, Otley. 
Yorks, Stuff Manufacturers Leeds’ Pet Dec6 Ord 


BaoomuzaD, Roser, Chesterfield, Derby, Enginewright 

Unesterfield Pet Dec 9. Ord Dec 10” 

_. by~r Marxuaw, Leicester Tetvates Pet Dec 7 
9 


Cansy, Cuagtorrs, Southsea, Lodging House Keeper 
Portsmouth Tet Dees Or Ord Dee 9 


CuzsworTH, _ ee Tailor’s Cutter Halifax 
Pet Dec 11 Ord Dec 1 


Cong, yh Joun Trafalgar Wimbledon, Com- 
Ae 32 
ALY, CAROLINE PHIA, nm ju 
D. om qhieamg eepethin @ nae i Victualler 
nate on, Pen Swansea, 
Swansea PetDec7 Ord Dec 10 
e, Game 


Davipeon, Wie JAMIESON, go on 
Newcastle on wm ® et Dec 9 Dec 9 
Douerty, Marx, Leeds Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 10 
Wie cy aah Green Boot 
w Dealer er h Court Pet Dec 9 Ord Dec _ 
son, Tom ey, Leeds Agent 
Leeds’ Pet Decd Ord Decd 
Graves, Frepenick, Cardiff, Greengrocer Cardiff Pet Nov 
22 Ord Dec 6 
by, Azmnces, Lipssin, Haepe Dasiee Lincoln. Pet. Dee 
Hiaos, E>warp .-¥-y Stourbridge, Beerhouse Keeper 
Stour’ et Dec 6 Ord Dec 6 
Hopkins, chp Cadoxton Glam, Truck Fitter Neath 
0 
Jaoxuine, Joan Ropesr, a oy ag Fancy Goods 


Dealer Stockton on Tees Pet Dec? Ord Dec7 
Merepiru, Joszen, West Bridgford, Notte Nottingham 
Pet Dec 9 Ord Dec 9 


Papwortu, Frepericx Wi..1am, Cottenham, Cambs, 
Gardener Cambridge Pet Nov 21 Ord Deo 11 

Porter, Epwagp, Orient. st, Southwark, Builder High 
Court Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 

Puce, James, Ilfracombe, Builder Barnstaple Pet Nov 
2% Ord Dec 9 

Riwptz, Wituiam, Oxenhall, Glos, Farmer Gloucester 
Pet Dec 9 Ord Dec 9 


7m, Aizen, oo Photographic Agent Swansea 
ie tien aie 
oe Sense Brinya, , Horio, Bratt, Egg Dealer 
ier, Jous I Damarns, | Hunslet, Leeds Egg Merchant 


Taomas, Davin, Cardiff Cardiff Pet Nov26 Ord Dec 6 
Tuourson, Annie, Poulton le Fylde, Lancs, 
tualler Preston Mae ve Ord Dee 10 
Tuonvrom, ApaaHaM, Yorks, 
Pet Dec 10 Ord eo 0 


Licensed Vio- 
Bradford 


be bey oe er 


Wee ack ores, Farmer Worcester Pet 
Dock, Fancy DeaJer 


Wares, Joun Witiiam, and Wittiam Yares, Barnsley, 
Pet Dec11 Ord Dec 11 


London Gasette.—Torspay, Dec. 17. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
spn Senta Epsom Croydon -Pet Dec 13 Ord 


Axpaivcz, Marre Jans, Waldemar avenue, 
Court Dressmaker Court 


Pet Deo 11 Ord 


Boyoz, James W11114m, Dewsbury, General Dealer Dews- 
bury a an Dec 12 —_ 

Brockiessury, Jouy, Grimsby, Fish Merchan’ 
Grimsby Pet Dec13 Ord Deo ig 

Cusze.p, Sypyry, Chesham, Buck, 
Pet Dec 12 Ord Dec 12 


Chel 


Pet Dec 11 Ord Dee 11 
Cooper, Bensamin, , Yarn Agent Manchester 
Pet Nov 20 Ord Dec 13 


Dairy, THomas are ae oy ya Notts, Jviner 
D. ~ Pape Croydon, Builder Croydon 
AVIES, RY poring 
Pet Dec 12 Ord Dec 12 
Dean, FREDERICK Wren, York rd, Battersea, Draper 
Wandsworth Pet Nov 27 Ord Dec 12 
Duruam, Frepsrick WILLIAM, he! Barnet, Engineer 
Barnet. Pet 


Nov 21 Ord Dec 11 
Epwarps, Goronway Owens, Sarn, nr. Newtown, Grocer 
Newtown Pet Dec13 Ord Dec 13 


Fe.icer, THE0po! ad st, Finsbury, Picture Frame 
“a Manufacturer." itigh Cour Bot Nov is Ord Dec 13 
ster, J, Boundary rd, ournalist High 

Court Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 14 

Greznway, THomas Jonny, 
wainer Truro. Pet Dec 12 

Hat.iam, Jonn Broven, Hanley, 
12 Ord Dec 12 


 fiel 2 
Haxpy, Tuomas Busu, walk, Chelsea, Artist High 
Court Pet Dec 13° Onl Deo 13 ne 


Hassite, Tromss, High W. =, Leather Seller Ayles- 
bury Pet Dec12 Ord 
Haggis, Simon, ore * Furniture Dealer Merthyr 
Pet Dec 12 Ord Dec 12 


Ty 
es a Bodmin, Postmaster Truro Pet 
= . 4 Ord —.. 14 . = 
mores A coe jouse Wor- 
Pet Dee 12 Ord Dee oe 
Jonsson, Witssax Epwagp, Leode Leeds Pet Dec 13 Ord 
1 


Kaptan, Josep, Hackney rd, Boot Manufacturer High 
“ Cogs, Bas Pet Nov 28 ov 38 Ord Dee i 
nea, JosepH Epmunp SHeprparp, Finsbury cres, Solici 

Court Pet 


ms art | Pot Deo 18 Ord Dec 12 

w, Saran N, Dressmaker Birmingham 

Pet Dee 13 Ord Dee 13 

Maen 3A So Captain High Court Pet Feb 

Mo .oen, CHanes, New wen. Railway Labourer 
Swindon Pet Deci4 Ord 


Ornmenop, Lawgence ALEXANDER, Ciiton, nr Halifax, 
Farmer Halifax Pet Dec 12 Ord Dec 

Pearson, Bax, ution, Traveller no Pet 
Dec 12 Ord Dec 12 

a Sg =F a Mon, Baker Tredegar Pet 

mE... ‘ae Batisbury, Commercial: Traveller 

al is a Pet Dee 14 "ord Doo 14 r ree 
ILLIPS, CATHERINE, Swansea, Ironmonger. Swansea 
Nov? Ord Dee 13 


Piowman, Ropssrt, H York, Railway Clerk, 
York’ Pet Decid Ord Bee 


SHEPHARD, JOSEPH Ronit, Gt Grimsby Gt Grimsby Pet 
Dec1l Ord Dec 11 

Srarnes, Faxpanicx Joun, Rugby, General Dealer Coven- 
try Pet Dec Ord Deo 13 


Suppasy, Samu Brewer's Drayman 
Kingston ce Halt on apoe H 12 Dec 12 
om each gt Leeds, Fishmonger Leeds Pet Dee 11 


0: ll 
Txomas, me, Dae, _ nae Mon, Grocer Tredegar Pet 
bee ILLIAM Purpance Farsiagien 
Beker igh Pertbes iso. Ord m 
Watkins ae , Walampton, Devons, Satehind Ply- 
mouth Pet Dec 13 Dec 13 j 
Wee, Races Leeds Pet Dec ll Ord 
Wuatman, Wittiam James, Peasmarsh, Sussex, Farmer 


Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 13 
WILLovensy, got Elmton, Derby, Blacksmith 
Sheffield’ Pet Dec 12° Ord Dec 12 


Tee, Bee) Pool, Cornwall, Horse Trainer Truro 


Ord Dec 14 


Ha T G Tigh Peckham, Ch 
“monger ‘High Court Pet Bye Ord Now 38 mn 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ARCHER, Joomgm ag A Swindon, Wilts Dec 2% 
Henry C Tombs, Off Rec, 32, High st, Swindon 
Be nS a, Kemingan, Gut Dee 30 at 


24 at 12 





s] 


Engineer Aylesbury 

Cizmmet, Jonny Txomas, Bolton Bolton Pet Dec 14} 
Ord Deo 14 

Comety, Frepsricx Joux, Cheltenham, Corn Merchant }; 


Amended Notice substituted for Ret gepiat ia ts Lan 
don Gazette of Nov — 


—==> 
compel ai Warrss, and Gaosos Kross, Baildon, Otter, 
Off Rec, 40, eno Mary’s radon fiver 


Dea as is O 
, Southsea, Daily Dec 27 at 
ae bat han’ Commenipedeneibon st, Ports- 
an ee Heed Sussex; Baker Jan 7 at 1.45 


On, See cary bs Lewisham, Actor 
eee peter a 
| Cpxxon, P ay hy 5 Dealer Dec 30 
use, Win Wautax, Worvestershire, Builder Deo 24 
Davis, Joun, vice . ee Dee 24 


| eg Wi 
ee. 5. Atgenr Paso, Ble “Pllgan's Hate, cata, 





T aa EO 


10. 
B: § ALFazp House Agent Dee 
my] at 12 Coles & Sons, Seaside rd, 
vt, 8, Joh sy Sunderland Dec 24 at 12.30 mi 
Jon ion at Liverpool Dec 30 at 2 
ON! OuN Vinton, 
Ok Bes heme Hastings, Aceountant Jan 6 
Lanneer, Ws amu Tuomas, an 
7 Se Ee ite 
SEB - Witu1am, Clarendon rd; Notting Hill, 
Commission Agent Dec 90 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


Carey st 
Monnens, Wags ere te bepeng owe 


Owex, Jon~w Wii Lianfair, P G, Anglesea, Boot 
ae ‘Dec 24 at 2:0 Railway Hotel, Bangor 


*ANire, Markee Gardener Dec 31 at 12 Off Reo, 5, 


wa. Janne, = 2 AYLING, Sussex, 
Builders Jan King’s Head Hotel, 
-—s Caries Tasor, Colonel Dee 30 at 


Co’ Sete, Wannynnn Dec 24at 11 


ab 
WMAN, Huntington, Yorks, Rail Clerk Deo 
Wat 12.30 Of Rec, # Stonegate, York “o 
Rippiz, Wiit1am, Newent, Glos, Farmer Dec 3lat 12 
Rec, King st, Gloucester 


Rosrnson, Beds, Coal Merchant Deo 2iat 
12 Off Rec, St Paul’s sq, Bedford 

Wau Garona: Butcher 
Dee 24 at 11.30 “Ot es, Pua Beaton 

Wiis, Jonx Eade Fut Joiner Dec 24 at 
11:30 Royal Hotel, 

Amended notice substituted for that in the Lon- 

don Gasette of the Dec. : 

Wiuus, W: Chee, Cheltenham 

Dec 21 até Court, Jan 16 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
*?Dremnaker “igh Dourt Pet Deg Fulham, Court 


a _ Pet Dec 11. Ord Dec 11 
RK: RGE, orks, Tailor 
Pet Deo 11 Gagnon. Yor 


os . Cheltenham il a c 
NNOR, PATRICK, Lancs, Dealer vere 
bed) Ont Des ta 
Conway, Wriuiam Lazo, Grocer Sunderland 
Pet Dec? Ord Deo 10 
Datusy, THomas Y, Notts, Joiner 





Furs , 2 Market Drayton, Balen Peimor Nantwich 
OHM, 
Pet Nov 7’ Ord Deo 13. 
» Wittiam Hewry, Stoke rd, Blind 
Manufacturer High Court Pet Nov5 Dee ll 
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Hanzers, Surox, Dowlais, Glam, Farniture Dealer Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet Dec12 Ord Dee 12 
Hexry, ee Cornwall, Postmaster Truro 
Pet Dec 12 ’ Ord Dec i 
Hewses, Saran, Worcester, Lodging house Keeper 
Worcester Pet Dec 12 Ord Dec 12 
Juyxea, Cuartes Epwarp, Wellington, Salop, Grocer 
ng | 9 Ord Dec 14 
Jouysox, Wirtt1am Epwarp, Leeds Leeds Pet Dec 13 
J ee —— Li PAs 1 
owes, Jonxs Wriutiam, Everton, Liverpool iverpoo! 
Pet Dec 6 Ord Dec13 
Kixe, Joszepn Epucnp Surprarp, om Solicitor 
High Court Pet Dec 12 Ord Dee 
Mepucrst, Jonx Tromas, White = ech at Tottenham, 
ane A ble Merchant High Court Pet Nov22 Ord 


ets ny Taina New Swindon, — Railway Labourer 
Swindon Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 1 

Morzeax, Eowanrp, Poultry, Stockbroker High Court 
Pet Oct 7 Dec 12 

Newsr, Tsouas Jouxsox, South Hetton, Durham, Farmer 
Sunderland Pet Nov 29 Ord Dec 12 

Nicks, Axtuosr, Paignton, Devon, Baker Plymouth Pet 
Oct 29 Ord Dec 13 

mee Lawrexce Atexanper, Clifton, nr Halifax 

Halifax Pet Dec 12 Ord Dee 12 

MBs -— Huddersfield, Traveller Huddersfield Pet 

Sassen J ne, Treen Mon, Baker Tred Pet Dee 
BOSE, JOHX, egar, Mon, er et 
12 Ord Dec 1 weed 

ualiaaeaien, ~ ‘wiped Nurseryman Exeter Pet 

Nov 8 Ord Dec 1 

On Roperr, Hunti on, Yorks, Railway Clerk 
York Pet Dec13 Ord 13 

SHerwap. Sees Dee New Clee, Gt Grimsby Great 

11 

Srarmes, Farpesics Jonx, Rugby, General Dealer Coven- 
try Pet Dec13 Ord Dee 1 

Scppasr, Saucer, Kingston XS Hull, Brewer’s Dray- 
man Kingston upon Hull Pet Deci2 Ord Dec12 

Tarrers, Cuances, Leeds,Fishmonger Leeds Pet Dec 11 
Ord Dee 11 


Tazz, Jauzs, Diptford, Devonshire, Butcher Plymouth 
Pet NovS Ord Dee 12 
Txomas, Smet ae _— “Vale, Mon, Grocer Tredegar Pet 


Vue, 9 Wuuuas ees s, Gt Bath st, Farringdon rd, 
Pet Dec 13 Ord Dee 13 


Ms. Dari, Let eae y ay Devons, Carpenter Ply- 
mouth Pet Pet Dee9 Ord Dee 
Hezsert, Eaton, Derbys, Blacksmith 
Pet Dee 12 Ord Dec 12 
Yeo, Heszr, Pool, Dlogan, Cornwall, Horse Trainer Truro 
Pet Dec i¢ Ord Dec 14 
, Tailor Cardiff PetDec 4 Ord 


Yasrias, Josern, and James Moutrsox, Baker st, Portman 
TE ed Tailors High Court 
ll 


Wru.ovscser, 
Sheffield 


Yeo, 


a ee es & Soe petied te Gs | Oo 


Wirsox, Cuanies Waray Auiistox. Queen st, Cheapside 
Ciub Proprietor High Court Pet Nov4 Ord Dec 2 
SEE Cilia Se et pitied in the 

Lendon Gazette of Dec. 8, 1893:— 
Roserrs, Baeriz Woratzr, Albany st, Regent’s Park 
High Court Pet Oct5 Ord Nov 30 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Larrce, Quisrix James, and =o Bi a: Liver- 
pool erchants werpool Adjud Oct 16 
Aunul Dee 13 





All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors Journal” must be authentical.d 
by the mame of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, i is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 

Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s. Weexty Reporter, in wrapper, 
2s. ; by Post, 28s. Sorscrtors’ Joven, 
Bs. Od = by Post, 286. Od. Volwmes bound 
at the offe—cloth, 2s. 94. half law calf, 
bs 64 


———_ 


VE THOUSAND POUNDS, £6,000, also 
two eume A £40) trust muney be Lact ow god 
a hong leasehold securities. y. with full 
tw 5 er ant &, Chan- 
oay-iewe, WL, 





Pet Novs Ord | 








SALE BY TENDER OF £20,000 FIVE PER CENT. 
PERPETUAL DEBENTURE STOCK. 
Minimum price £172} per cent. 

Notice is Hereby Given, that it is the intention of the 
Directors of this Company to Sell by Tender £20,000 of 
Five per Cent. Perpetual Debenture k, in accordance 
with the provisions of “‘ The South Metropolitan Gas Act 
1882.” 

Particulars of same, with Form of Tender can be 
obtained at this office on application to the undersigned, 
and Tenders must " a in on or before Wednesday, the 
lst day of January, 1 

The Stock will be allotted to the highest bidders, but no 
tender will be accepted at a lower price than at the rate of 
£172} money for each £100 Debenture Stock. 

By order, FRANK BUSH, Secretary. 

Offices, 709, Ola - gy 8.E., 

7th December, 1895. 


(ity OF SHEFFIELD. 


Applications are invited for the qneeeianant a of Aqpetase 
een tron in the Town Clerk’ partment. Previous 
experience in a Town Clerk’s office will be considered an 
a. The salary will commence at £200 per annum, 

by annual increments of £10 up to £300, and the 
ona eman appointed will be required to devote the whole 
of his time to duties, and to ae not to practice in 
the City of Sheffield, or within 20 miles thereof, for five 

years after leaving the mee of the Corporation. 

He must be prepared to carry through Conveyancing 
matters—if need be, without ta-ooe be a fair advo- 
cate, understand proceedings un under the Public Health and 
Local Acts, and ‘generally assist in the work of the office, 
— the direction of the Town Clerk and Deputy Town 





k 
Applications, stating the of the te and his 
— experience, Sheek *hebten Solicitor,” and 
enclosing copies of testimonials (which hich will not be returned) 
te be sent to me on or before Acturday the fourth day of 


January next. 
a BRAMLEY, 


Sheffield, 
20th December, 1895 Town Clerk. 


(Cy ttt OF SHEFFIELD. 


Wanted, a CLerx in the Town Clerk’s Department, not 
under 25 years of age, who has had previous experience in 
a similar office. Must be an efficient Shorthand Writer, 
and write a good legible long hand. Salary £104 per 
annum. 

Applications, stating age and previous experience, en- 
dorsed “‘ Clerkship,” and enclusing copies of testimonials 
(which will not be returned), to 4 sent to me on or before 
Saturday, the fourth January ne ne 

Sheffiel HERBERT BRAMLEY, 

Town Clerk 








ALUATIONS of Modern and Ola Laces: 

gt ice given for Old Point and Modern Real 

Laces, Old Em! Socitnten, &c.—Haywanrp’s, 166 and 168, 
Oxford-street, W. Established 1770. 


RIENT COMPANY’S YACHTING 
CRUISES by the Steamships ‘‘ LUSITANIA,” 
3,877 tons register, and GARONNE,” 3,876 tons register, 
from Lorponx as under 
WEST INDIA ISLANDS and BERMUDA. 
The “LUSITANIA” will leave London 15th January 





for a Two Months’ Cruise, visiting Texzuirre, BarBapos, 


Tzwipap, Grznava, St. Vixcent, St. Lucia, Magrimiqvue, 
Dominica, camaeen Beemvupa, and Regent. arriving at 


Piym: and London 17th 

For caaeena on SICILY, ae, and EGYPT. 
Leaving 20th February, returning 17th April. 

For SOUTH of SPALN, . CONSTANTINOPLE, 


Leaving 31st March, seturning 16th May. 
For SICILY, VENICE, CORFU, ALGERIA, &c. 
Leaving 22n4 April, returning 0th May. 
String band, electric light, high-class cuisine. 
Managers: F. Green & Co.; Anderson, Anderson, & Co 
Head Offices : Fenchureh-avenue. 


fLooton, BC to the latter firm at 5, Fenchurch- 
oun London, E.C.; i to the West-end Branch Office, 
16, Cockspur-aareet, 


Special a nei: 
THE IMPERIAL ogysvpzance company 
toarep. FIRE. 

Established 1908. 

1, Ol4 Broa4-street, E.C., and #2, Pall Mall, 8.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £200,000. 

Total Funds over £1,500,000, 
E. COZENS SMITH, 


General Manager. 
THE “REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 


LIMITED 
(Eeraertisuzn 186238), 


Purchase Reversionary Interests in Beal and Personsl 
Property, aud Lite Interests, ahd Lafe Policies, and 
Advance Money upon these tecurities. “11, King’s Arms- 
yard, (olemen-ss0ect, . 





: 


L4¥ REVERSIONARY INTEREST 
, SOCIETY (Limited). 


24, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, W.C. 


Cuarnman—Epwakp James Bevin, Esq., Q.C, 
Deputy-CHarnmMan—Joun Crerk, Esq., Q.0, 
REVERBSIONS and Life Interests Purchased. Im. 
mediate and Deferred Annuities granted in exchange for 
Reversionary and Contingent Interests. 


LOANS may also be obtained on the security of Rever. 
sions, 








Prospectuses and Forms of Proposal, and all further in. 
formation, may be had at the ex 
. B. CLABON, Secretary. 
Founded 1710. 
LAW COURTS BRANCH: 

40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C, 

_ SUM INSURED in 1894, £393,622,400. 
ARRIAGES INSURED AGAINST 
ACCIDENTS, whether caused by Collision, the 
Into by other Vehicles. Pulicies issued for the Year or 
Season only. Prospectuses post free.—CarriaGe Insur- 
ance Company, LimirEp, 17, Pall Mall East, London, 8.W, 


INSURANCE OFFICE, 
A. W. COUSINS, District Manager. 
Falling, Bolting or Kicking of Horses, or by being Run 
Agents wanted. 





ADVANCES ON MORTGAGE AT FIVE PER 
CENT. INTEREST. 


=e BIRKBECK BUILDING SOCIETY 

prepared to make Advances on approved FREE- 

HOLD pe LEASEHOLD HOUSES and SHOPS, also 

on LICENSED HOUSES, repayable in one sum or by 

any t notice.— Apply to Francis 

Ravenscrort, Manager, Birkbeck Bank, Southampton- 
buildings, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 


ESTABLISHED 1851. 


BIRKBECK BANK 


ath buildings, Ch y-lane, London. 
TWO-AND-A-HALF per CENT. INTEREST allowed 
on DEPOSITS, repayable on demand. 


TWO per CENT. on CURRENT ACCOUNTS, on the 
minimum monthly balances, when not drawn below £100. 


STOCKS and SHARES purchased and sold. 











SAVINGS DEPARTMENT. 


For the encouragement of Thrift the Bank receives small 
sums on _ and allows Interest monthly on each 
completed £1 





BIRKBECK BUILDING SOCIETY. 
HOW TO PURCHASE A HOUSE 
FOR TWO GUINEAS PER MONTH. 
BIRKBECK FREEHOLD LAND SOCIETY. 
HOW TO PURCHASE A PLOT OF LAND 
YOR FIVE SHILLINGS P&E MONTH. 
The BIRKBECK ALMANACK, with full os 


post free. iSite FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT 
Vf 4DAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION.— — 
i at 9 a.m. during the Summer Months. 


Wonderful Additions. Book direct to Baker-street Station. 
Trains and omnibuses from all parts. Just added :—The 


King of Spain, Queen of Holland, &c. Richly-arranged 

a Fiat ny Tableau. Magnificent a puree 

Costumes, Costly Relics, Grand Promenade. ightful 

music all day. Ne ‘ew songs, solos, &c. Special m .. ment 

> > ce prices. Every convenience and 
‘ort. 


M4D4ME TUSSAUD’S ‘EXHIBITION, 
Baker-street Station.—_JABEZ SPENCER BAL- 
FOUR. THE LIBERATOR FAILURE. Open at 9 a.m. 
ae and <a from all parts. Admission, 1s.; 


Extra rooms 64. MADAME 
TUS6A UDB pe exmisirion °°” 





‘EDE AND SON, 


ROBE Abt MAKERS. 


BY SPROIAL APPOINTMENT 
Be Mes My Majors, g the Tat Chanestion the Whole of the 


Corporation of London, & &eo, 
ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS, 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
rks, and Olerke of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Olergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, 


Law W' 
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